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_ CHAPTER T -

INTRODUCTTON®

o

~by atrong community resistance pnd sometimes violent protest.a This resistante

P

waa a part of a growing wave of antivbusing sentfmant whioh h@d~begun to develop

in th& early 1970" 8 after the Supreme Court's decisions in Green V. County Board

-

of Educatioﬂ (1968) and Swann V. Charlotte~MecklenburB Board of Education (1971)

had cleared the way for more qomprehensive remedies to school segregation in
) v "I ‘% ‘. . o !

northorn titles. ‘The Nixon and Ford adminietrations had restricted the role of

- -
-

flimit the use of busing (Orfield 1978) . o

fhié politically conservatiue shift was matchod by an apparept change in the

Supreme Court's stancé.. In Milliken V. Bradley'éi} :

_the Supreme Count over-'

‘ruled bouh the Federal Uistrict Court and Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals which

[

¢

had ¢gmtered a metropolitan daseéregation plan for Detroit and surrounding subur~ :

2 L4

ban districts, The Court xuled that before*such a plan could be ordered,.it was i

Eirst necessary 'to establish that all districts involVed had either committed

«
/ ’ ¢

acts that enhgxnced segregation or failed to opg@ate a unitary school ’listrict. .

" In Washington v, avig (1976) it was ruled that. disparate impact (de facto segra~
‘gacion) was not suf‘ichent gr0unda for finding that co?stitdtional rights had ia
f o b

boen abridged intent‘ﬂirst had *to be established. “The impact of thase Lwo deci~

..

sions has been to impede thenimolementation of cross~distriqt dosegregatian plans.“

ISt

According to Martha M, McCarthy (1§78), this may haVe marked the %mérgencd oﬁ an

4 1

mntirely new definitipn of diacpimination and' a movoment away from Supreme Court

activiam in tho school dosegregation arena, ‘f

B
\ . ’ e
. . . "
( PR \
R




\;\N_’// purpose of solving social 111g (Steinfels, l979) T '.h; "

I

' Social sclentists hpge hlstoricall/ glven strong sdpport to school desegre-

.t.,

)' gation 7'[n fact, prior te 1970; lawyers could anticipatc considerable diffi-

Pettigrew, 976) initially questiOned Coleman' s regearch and policy recommendaw\

© tiong, Orfield (l975) observed that differences between communities made it \\%

~

: ' é .
culty £n locnting reputaple social seientists who would be willing to take a

-

poeition ln oppositlon to school desegregation. Perhapb as.- -a result of disil-
lusionment from the Eailure of school desegregatlon to’ liveyup to all expecta-
tione- there are“ndw social scientists who question whethet school desegrega~

P . N R

tion has a posinive effect on any student g performance, Blatk ot white. They

(A D \ ;\

also argue that desegregation, particularly when accompanied by busing, leads

-~ N

.'to an Lntredqe {n the ‘movement of white families away from scho&l districts in+

*
|I

volved in such plans This is part of a more general neo-c0nservatgve movemcnt

‘ within the sociecy which is highly critical of government intervention Yp\ the

.‘:--.,- » ."_ M .
Cointident with the, implementation of desegregation ln Jefferson C0unty, the
\
respected eociologist James S. Colemﬂn (197)a) reported researéh which™ purd'

A}

"

ported to show a causal relationship between desegregation.and residenti&i whiﬁe

lllght Based on these findings, Coleman (l975b) opposed desegregation pl‘}\ \
whlch utilized busing. Other social scientists (Rossell 1975, Green -and - \\

N

¢ VAN

4 Ld \"‘

extremelywdlfticult to generalize aboqﬁﬁ;he effects of desegregation plans andf l-v7

‘ ’

+

noted the nged for cnse\gtudies, espetially of metropolitan-type plans. t= :_-‘?‘ ‘

lhe imﬁlementatiOn of a metropolitan desegregation plan in Jefferson County » \R\\;.

' provided an excellent Opportunity to investigate JLhe effects of a comprehenaive ':;r-'
o A AY R
desegregatiOn plan inVOlving busing This is the final rqPort of a study whith ; \l\

v
}/; ', .. .

- wag’ begun in June l976

,~

T T LT



., Purpose of the Study _ ' T _ 1’\ a , . AR

. Taétimony by social scientists concerning the advantages or disadvehtages of

.
2]

desegregation'has not generally been deemed admissable by the courts as evidenqe'
. . . .. . . . ’ .
to be used in determining whether or not a violation of the constitutional rights

of minority children.in a school district has occurred. Hoﬁever, testimony re-

) "lated to the 1mpact'of a desegregation plan and to decisioné concerning'the na-

”
. v

ture of the remedy to be imposed is admissable. nggk‘cay be argued guccessfully

that sweeping desegregation orders are counterprod' v and result in Increased ° .

R ﬁf
regsidential segregation, then the courts might be pgﬁﬂuﬁded not to order such
. [

plans. If on the other hand there is a minimal loss of white families‘in a
; : %

sthool district such as Jefferson Couﬂ%y, which is arguably the most comprehen~

sive metropolitan desegregation plan in' the United States, then the case for - .

metropolitan desegregation plans is. strengthened, and the ‘belief that the loss

of white families is the inevitable result of school\desegregation is substan-

'
P .

tially undermined. ' ' : | Lt

Tbe~purpose of this study was to ﬁrovide information concerning the impact of

. t

eourt—ordered deeégregatiﬁﬁ on student .eprollmént and residential patterns in
; —~Jefferson County. Four questions‘guided the cqnduct of the investigation.»

Quéstion l: Has there been a decline in white publjc school enroll~ ™ o
. C ment that can be assoclated w;th the iﬁ‘lementation of e w,
. the desegregation plan? ) - R
a. Are white students enrolling in non~public schools
- within Jefferson County to ayoid participation

in the desegid}ation plan? . ,
' b. Are white families moving their residences outéiae S
vaooo ’ - of Jefferson County .to avoid participation in v
M,//the desegregation. plan? | .

. . , ) _ ‘ ! -t , , )
The major emphasig of the study was on two groups of white students: 1) thoge , °

" who left Jefferson County and’anrpl}ed in outlying s;hool districte,‘and’Z) thogse

who trafisferred from public to non-public sthools. .Parents Were Interviewed to = 4

©



) ) . .' ] z.‘°. . ) . u. o ) _-‘w ’ l ’ L. F _-. . k ' k ]' . . -"&, . » f} ! | ‘;.. i
o '~ e o ‘v-‘ ,c.- ‘ Al “ "':‘ . " . 5
v ’ . . .o ': e P R . ‘
. ¢ v. .
. :
: - . v "
. determine to what degree cohrt—ordered desegregsﬁion was influential inlthe T

? 1
P ‘ : : )

decision to eithen\:OVe outside of Jefferson County or enroll ‘their chfldren in.

e OR=PUb Lic ‘gchoolst

- - o

chfinges wi;hin the county-to avod the busing of their
children? ! e o . .

~ t

i J_; Questiqn 2@ Diszaren s of public school children Jr;e residential "
MRS . \ { K . '- - . .
. "Under the desegregation plan whidh wéht into effect in the fall of 1975, a

. . Y : : - .
" student who lived in a school attendance district in which he or SEF wag 1n. the

¢

: -»
. minority,.would not'be bused away from that school.’ Thns, the plan pfovidsd\sn
. incentive for families, Blatk and white, to make residenqisl changes which would

i
result in housing deseg,regstion Since Blacks were bused more than thee—quar-—

tens of thLir twelve sohobl years, paf@nts of these student"might be motivated
.,-‘ . - ¢ e - [
o to seek new housing in areas whers this inc6nvenience could Pe aVOided In sddiqh
.
T> tion, the desegregation of schools might provide an impetus to previodsly hesi~
/o 3

tant - Black families to be the first to move into .a white school attendance area

. A

where their children would be the only Black students in the school Fot both
" ! . { "’
Bl cks and whites, there werxe schools which were exempt from the bUsipg réquire—

©

" LI .

metits of the desegregation plan since those schools had a desegregated student
EY L4 . R .
populsﬁion -Parents tould have moved into those areas to uvoid the busing oE ~
¢

N v 1o

their dhildren ) Residehtial movement of this kind could result ‘in an increaSe

. -
’

in desegregated housing patterns.
T

3
4

~ Question 3., What aré the features of count~ordered desegregation
n ,that influence enrollment changes in ‘the schoolsg? .o

°
Resistance to s'deseg;egation ‘order does not take place unitprmly across a

LY

: sthool district.‘ There are. some types of situations which parents are more
N i ) . ' (]

iikely to resist than otherg, For 1nstancu’/whiCe parents csd’ususlly be ex~'

[

]
.

pected to look mofte favorabl upon allowing thedr child to aEtend their local

‘ T . : g s
-~ N oL . . . ! . P .




_ e . . o .
school to which ﬂlack students are bedrg bused t:hen to, allow their child to be _
[ . g \.
bueed to a formerly Black school in a Black.neighborhood A diaparata impact L
. . » 1} " '
§

" on elementary schbol students as eompared to high'school étudents might alsd

'be anticipated Most of these hypotheses’ have never'expli ly been tasted -

v , 14 , : ' ) o

A purpose of the\présent study wag to- qubmit these'hyppcheses to diaqonfirmation e

.

v . -

A \ . 3 ) L

" in this single case study segting, o r‘ BRI R ’ e,
Py .“ : . I
Question b What are the characteristics of thé following three ' '
’ groups of parents: . o NP : S
3 . /’.a B f““\ﬁ/ G a. 1' + > ! - ‘. . .
_a. those *“ﬂ transfer their’ children to non~pubLic schookﬁ? ) Lo
" I ‘e } 1 ) 4 . + o . . '
b.. thoseywhdmmove out of the COUnuyZ R ;' Co o |
\' . A - N . :“’pr-. i r . v “,". :
N ¢. those Whoy pve within the cpunty? . -, . .
R / . » . . ¥

e ' ‘ 4
It can;alSOobe anticipated thaﬂ the parents who resi@t a desegregatﬁoﬁ“blan ’

‘|~

by withdrawing their Lhildren diffay. from other pai‘entso ‘Parents wholrsspond\byv .

movin - of the c0unty“may differ from those whoftransfethhéir‘khildrdn to ‘ ;., '
noh~pu chools. An underatanging of the attftudes and pareonological charac~ - J .
teristits of thoqe/yho avoid participati in the &oaegregation élan is necessary '”i'a
before the total impact of the desegregation plan on parents can bdhcomprehended )
} K R g ) e b = ’ X
‘ LY ¢ Lo . C . ' . v : ' . LY j‘ . ' .
Review qf the Literaturo N E T L ST G,
’ . . R . » Il - ) - .
’ " .
Amqng the original’ arguments fot" dddegregatiou was the position, supported "
by the early research of Colam7n (1966}, that Black students werhibéing denied Ve
" equal educational opportunity and that integrated achooling wduld result in ; \L
 more satisfactory leve%s of achievement among Black childrano Tha reshlts of “'v
that study were used in 1egitimi£ing the need for tourt-vordered.desegmgationw . r
\ hd ‘
. \ . ¢
- Coleman (l975b) alte;ed his S g
R ' ‘l . vt . @ - & o . b
. v . v ™ ~N
' . . Yow)
« , i A,
o ' - ) v |
. 13,.” ;T
5 . . Ja ." .
[y 4 ‘? "
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[ 3 . -..'.,\,-~ ~ ’ '
‘. e N’"_.-' * .

S T G A o bana?ita do axist; ‘uu7nhey ara qot eoraubqtqntial that in ' N
o e T ‘thamserdB they demand ‘achool desegregatiom® whatevem the other . I S

. wnaaquancen. ‘And: pdr'“icularly when dgsegragation occura. tﬁrough )
bringing\tsg‘ather for the achoql day-astudehws from geveral.differant ~* °° N
abighborhoeds, 1it, is questionaplé whether the sane achievement ‘o TN

-’

©eN2 L Thensfity arise. (p. ?7) 1 ” g ' ' ’

i
A

- : A
' KN o\, o ' Y [ I
the’quggﬁig& of-whather the process, of, des g:.

v N 8 - . [

. ¥
A o ~

) 0( partrcular'concurn tQ Colema3rwa

R rsguting schools through u;u?ﬁbonggr
i, I3 @

, Lt resulted in whita parenga lqpving a school dl'ﬁxiet, greater residential Begra- !

v

x> . o
g&tlon 4&ﬁ eventual ressgregatiép of schoolg J L e

. ‘: l‘he most accurate mesr#a qf a&sessing ‘rssidential dhanges is tbggh direct. . .
. " ‘ .
-maasurus such as those provided by qhe !’53 Census, Since thehe data were not K . .
o . ’ b ¢

L avsilabﬂe, Coleman ‘was forced’ to rely on his existing data g%urces, whiuh were
v -

. \

availabia to H&m as a rssult of the updating of tbe data base uged in hig * =

. massive study of educational Opportunity ordered by Congress in section 402 of -

v L 4

the Givil Rightg ALC of 1964 (Colemqn,,l966). In the_research model selected .
¥ P I ’ « * . .
by Loleman, white flight was inferred Erom-snrollment declines. Oune crucial

Iz
o " L . ..

0 assumptiOn necessary for the justification of this research modeL is the equa~

b . y

R tion of enrollment detlinés with\white flight. 5, B ' T
) : . ‘\‘4
Lnrollment declines can resuﬂt from out-migration associated with desegrega~ v

N .
. ot v
:

tion, howsver, other 1mportant factors, transfers té non-public schools, birth~
—
. rate declins, and established patte 8 of out~mi&ration cun also affect enroll—

SR,
_ment. Coleman's data base did not ontain infotmation on non-public sthoolk T

L 4

enrollment “He (1975b) believed that transfers. tb non-public schools explained w o+
. . ‘ 3
only-éksmall proportion of the .logs of whi M udent s and that mest of the loss

e

resulted from residential movepent, 19§ i “spoperational definitions of- =~ - :v”

. whi.te Elight, no distinction wag mads betweeﬂ?trapsfsrs to non~public‘sch0913 LV
S ' ‘ ! s
\ _ and reaidenqial changes. In addition, the ffects of birtlirate daclines and B
- .
- J
. mstabliahud pattarna4of outwmigﬁntion werd not analyzed, - .

vt

| . . . i f ) ! .
RN by B . '}
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holoman 8 documentntion of the éxistgnce of white ﬁlight wad basad on tha

*

. examination of 67 cities which he diJ%hﬁd in tworgroupa the 21 largeat und the

‘ v

S \ .
) ! o The loss of whites did 1ncteaso when. there was a reductioh of i
o Begregation® The effect was substantial for the group .of large A 5
cities, but much shaller for the ‘smaller cities. This is an N o B
. average effect, and phe effect for different. cities differs  ~° - T
- considerably frow the averaga. (For. exampla, according to our - )
T estimates” for some of those cities which had substantial deé¢rease "
&.- in ‘segragation over this period, 4t was largest in tlanta and . s
Memphis, less large in San Fraggisco and Indianapo“ﬂa, and ‘absént _ o4
" In Tampa.) The effect was intensified when the degegregating
. city.had a high proportion, Qf blacks and when theter.was a high
i ~&fsparity in racial composition betwadn subuyybs and city (i.e., o
N a high* aagregation betwaén districts). \hk/iﬁgicatad above, the '
-tu(\* ~ affect.wad much smaller for the smaller c¥tibs. . . . Insofar S
a8 we could detgrmine~ (though the evidence 18 not exwensive

46 next Ln siza. ‘He' (1975b) uummarized his fanLng UY &t¢tin8‘ o o ,j/.

A - enough- to aldow aﬁrong statements on this question), the accele-

oy rated loan of" whites appears to be a one-time effect, occurring
L " . in the year of dasegregationabuc without a continping acceleratad
loss in: ahbeéquent years. (pp. 76-77)
' Loleman (197Sb) recOmmended tnat local communitias should be left 'to’ addrcss

bY

the problems 'of ‘school gegregation. He su"pated that individual atudenta

shouid b% given or allowed to fetain-the right attend their neighborhood

n

school or another school if the gchool chosen had no higher prqportion of the

r

saine race than did che neighborhood schogl: Coleman stptad that the courts

'hould continue to enforce the qurteenth Amendment rights' of Black childqen o
. Tnjre wae,ﬁ strong and often negacive reactiqn to the rasearch Findings and » . ¥

“# policy recommendations of Coleman, Criticism emphasized the nature of the. ra-

o < b

sults, certnin aspecta of methodology, particularly the cities included and

his policy recohmendacione. His resoaroh nodel and the assumpCione upon which - ‘
. /

T f \."

. ,‘ it wua predicated were not challonged« Thora waro a numbar of replicacion : » w((
D ’ -

stud{es involviﬁg roanalycia of the gamd baaic data base with minor methodological L

modifications, » “ . '
A .
J N , ‘Vl Y
' - Q \ 0 ’A'
0 . 0 4
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Thnra were Anitial sucneaaeu in challenging Coleman'sa rasulta Ueing us

\ “ * * slightly different maLhod to neloct cltiéu f'é:kgiuaion An the analynis, focus~
B ing"on non—nlacu atudenta rnthar than whita students and examining only alemen~
tary schoolg, Fatley (1975) fqund no aigniflcant gelationship betwenn white

NLLght qnd school desegregation in a sample of the nacion g lafgest citiea.
V. ~
Farley*g rcseurgh covered a apdn of five years whereae Colemah 8 study coverad
] b
only ona. Howevnt the mast {mportant' differencn between the two atudies was
)’\ Ven

n terms of level of stqtiaticpk'eqphiaciuation Becauee of ita complexity,

+ L

¥ g&&eman 8 scudy was much more 1ikely to produce significant’ results.

o *@kmﬁneell (1976) employed Lechniques similar to those of Coleman and barley to,
\\ ",

tL was her feelidng that the weakness in Coleman's approach

% e '
“ﬁmed From the facc that he did not study and compnre schools actually involved
Ln schopl desegregatiod Her study included 86 cities which were Lategorized as

o D

. . having either high, medium, or de levels of desegregation, Using the number

+

bf white students as a. dephndant variable, she found no differences between A
’ o rl

. pre~desegregacion and posgt-~ ddﬁegregﬂtion years or any Bignificant relationship

. JO

.

.~

7

bLtween gschool desegregation and white Elight. Rossell believad that the '

<«

differen{es between her results and Coleman's c¢ould bq attributed to’ the fact. .
R \ ’

thaﬁ the schoph districta studiad by queman were not undergning court~ordered

dasegregqtiﬁn while~she hud d%‘ﬁerentiated between those schoqla what had

_Undergone court~ordered daaegregarion and those that had mot . W

Giles et al, (1974) supporcad Roaaell 8 conclusions concerning the lack of

.8 relacionahip Uetween whlta flighc und Bchool deﬂaﬁﬁﬂgatiow. Although they

did find a shift of whiﬁe studentn to privace schoo)s, they emphaaized that the

i

v
3 )
]




. ’
‘ iy

- N ’ ’ ' . -~
N shifd did not,occur in a proportlon 8o large as-to threnten desegragnted schgol -

ing, Fhe datu they :eported 1ed them=Lo dgnulude that there 18 no distinct

P -

o
e

w
'“xr. m(

%iﬁﬂypmthcr study, Mercer and Scout (1976) found no aignlfltant difference

S N 4
”Llpplng point" which causes® rapid‘?aaegregation of Lhe séhoola.

¢ i 4 “me‘. N " &
bet%een 23 deaegregncad and 67 segregated school districts in Culifornla when' ) *

\
2]

dlrdctidh and rate of changa in white reaidence ware analyzed.

. Graen.and Pettigrew (1976) attempted to duplicate dBleman's research but

added several citiqé which they believed should be among the classification of
"largest" <ities. T‘Ey whre unable to find the positive correlation between '

' ’ . LI ; )
« desegregation and white flight rdported by Colemdhmnnd, in-fact, reported a nega-

4

tive correlation. In endeavoring to explain the inconsistenciea between the A ) (

y , _ A .
findlnga of Coleman and other researchers, they cited methodological'differences

-
A

ranging from the obvious (cholce‘.ﬁ achools to. be included in themstqdyl to the
. A y : ® . i
subtle (type Bf coding algorithm used)s They ware highly critical of Coleman's

methods and consldered‘éf unfortunate that the bulk of the'media coverage had
"+ fodused on him rather than opmavher researcherd'whose conclusions appeared to
b be based,on more solid ev érA Colenan was Qgiticized for Hig unwillingness‘ ‘ ) f
. to make his data widely available, his tendency to react with angeg when criti-
cized, and the conclusions .that ha“had drawn from hig data. Ty partlcular, they
. wera: critlcal of his tendancy to make what they conslderedjunwarranted pu {dc

f
K poLicy std;emencs on court-ordered buaing. Graen and Pattigrew (1976

summarized L

the results of the' major sCUdiés bn white. flight as follows: ,
fsl . ’ . . .
1. There has been a' long-term,trend of . whiLes leaving the cities K ’ "

and of blacks migrating iugo thaae areas. :

2., All .the studies agree- that danegragution and‘white £light
] are not related in the smaller cities. ~ ty
a . 3 . - 9 .

3. In the metropolltan school dlstvduts, desegreganlon has °
little or no aeffact on white flight,e

‘. . v » i) ’ |

r‘l . +
N ’ ‘ ,
: : , . : ) PO
. ' . § ® b




o,

-tlons Etpting: . _— ' , ’ o

:dasegregatidn (Farley & WUrdodh 1977). The loss was reported to bhe twice B

' ¢ L !
. ' 0N . 4 5 ,‘\ ,. “‘ [
) ‘,) R .
¢ wt
‘ A ] ’ LJN .I
o ’ . t ! : "\ .wv; '
SV 4, Coupgmordered dosegregati n has not had effects on white ‘. ’
- fl*ght different from desggregation resulting from other o

factors, such as reaidenglal or neighborhood trangition.

.1“‘ ~
9, "The ngd/of white and black studenty” ffbm large city dig- )
‘tricts is ralated.to’the proportidn of blatk students :
- attending those districts.. In part, the "propdrtion black"’
‘o variable 13 a surrogate for a range of other varigbles.
frbm eroding “tax ‘bases to old housing stocks.

6. Tile extendlive gchool deaegregq;ion may hasten the white ’ ,,a .
flight phanomenon‘ particularly in the largest non-metro~- 0
A politan districts in the South, the effect, 1f it obtains
¢ at all, may only: be observed temporarily duting the first .
year of desegrggation, and then only for those families L
which have alrzady made plans ‘to move. (p. 4012 . - ( .

Green and Pettigrew were“‘ointedly critical of Col.eman's#public policy posi-

- 4
. there 18 only a tenuous conneation between Coleman 8
“regearch results and Coleman's anti- -busing political opinions.
His own findings, as well as those of. other researchetrs, argue
strongly for metropolitun approaches to school ‘desegregation,-
but he strongly resista this direction in court dppearances,
gbenate testimony, and his speech at an anti- busing coriference
"n Louisville jast Dacember. (p. 402)

“ A .
thicially. using his data base, the critics of joleman were succassful in
obtaining_resufts that*sopported their opposition., However, the more gtudies

> : \
- 1. \ .
that were conduated, the mare the results agreed with Colemat. Although Lhore

were a.variety of conelusions being drawn, the basic findings of Coleman wers
v .
not  lmputed. ¥, 4 - . ) C

[
»

Fat&ey althred hia ogﬁginal poait*on op white flight uoncluding that in ' '

large central cities “with more than one—third of the student enrollment Blaclk, e
¢ '

‘there was a subscantial 1099 in white student enrollment pccompanying school

»

that wirdch could be expected to oocur without daesegregation, Rogsell (1978¢)

v,

was also forced to recant her earlier position on wﬁito flight, She now aéreas

with Colaman that yhité'flight 18 accelerataed by school desegregation, : '




¥

v » The major Yetempt to expand the Colehan model to include additional factors

. was made by Armor ([978). His methodology took into account the declining birth-

'+ rate an _eatébliahed trends of out-migration, Jefferson County was one Qf the
8LhOOl dis ricts included in Armor's study  His findings were slmilar to those
of thia study oxcept that his projettioq of the trend of out~migration wasg

lower, Fherefore, he estimated a loss of white students attr}bwtaﬁle té accele— '

rated out—migration in numbers somewhat higher than the escimates pregented in .

o this study. For the same raaaon, his projections showed the effects to be of

. o

longer'duratibn. Except for Jefierson County where he used data obtained from

g - this atudy, Arflor's investigation did not include information on the transfer
. \ e . .

, .
2 B “

.of students’ non~public schools, ' “ ' o 42) .
y enroll-

v ’ . ,
drmor's [findings emphasized that 1in ld%ger districts with minor

montsi;naexcass ok 20 .percent and having accessible white-subutba, desegregation

w

. does cauge an incredse in out«migration of white families. However, this occurs b
only whén the desegregation effort includes busing and the reassignment of white.

f o ’ ' 3 : N ‘ v b T

students. The effects are largest when desegregation is first initiated; howbver,

[N

losses sometimes occur in anticipation of the actual implementation of desegrega-

‘ ) N g
tion. Alsos the accélerated out-migration affect may continue for saveral yeéars.

r‘»-

,His results and contlusions are in subetantial agreement with those of Coleman,
. q; , ot
Furloy, und Rossell, ' o _ ¢

8

Declining whita*enrollment can undeniably be associataed with increased deseg-

\ o
‘ragation. Attempts to dispute these concluaions through a further reanalysis of

the same data will be fuuile. It 1is not Coleman 8 resulcs or the conclueiona

‘based on these results that Qhould be questionad but the aesumptiona that underlie
\ (A
his bﬁoic model Just because white anrollment declin@% ac'the~eamomtime that
. r’ . ¥ *
dasegragacicn intraaaes doea not prove that 1ncxensed deeegregation causes whita oy

v ’ anrollﬂ%ut Qg.daclind. Furthermdro,7u decline in white enrollment does noc mean

§




t f.. ’

that whites are leaving the districc.- This may reflect the.ovka&il‘deéline that
. . A o I3 ' . : ‘ ' b 1Y -

R 1 4 .
has been occuruing {n Birthrate, moyemeat to non-~public schoqls or some other
- . : . - . 4

'demOgraphic phensmsnon unfelatsd to ;ghool desegregation, Thé.major&ty of re=~

' .

Search has used the Colaman qupl mainly because data for more sophisricdted

< .

analysis 13 not readily avgil&?le. v )

. w LY

Desegregation has taken place In too fiew localities 8 allow rigorous analy-
N, . ’ . . .

ses and defigite conclusions, Widely divergent results can bglobtained depending
: ; S oo : .

on the criteria used for ‘the shlection of the gystems to be included in a parti-

cular 8tudy., The state of the art of statistical analysis has not reached a

< I ’ o

point where data tharacterized by intercorrelations among dependent?variqbles__
can be analyzéd,dh a manner that does not lead to amibiguity in_intérpretation.

_ : .. . '
There are many design approaches, each of whigh can be expected to-yileld sofes-

[} s '
what diffe rent results. : o ' :

Further variatioﬂs of Coleman's regsearch model, while accepting his agssump-

~

tiong and using his data base, cannot be expected to produce much new and useful

information. -Orfield (1975) and Levine and Meyer (1977) argued against the

o

. macro apprdach-to gtudying the effects of desegreyation whiph»involves‘lumping

together diverse school districts Ln favor of case studies (p. 454),

v Lord and Catau (1976) spudied tﬁe Charlotte/Mecklgnbu&g County deaegrega_ &

tion plan and found that "Cqurt-ordered desegregation and busing did not trigger

r R K
'

massive’ white flight from the Charlotte/Macklenburg B&bOOI évstem (p. 292) K

o w‘l ;,

'They alsa found a greater numbe? oE“OLudents "flaeing" to private schools than,

-

., W

. to adjgaent schooi districts, Using a questlonnaire survey along with aggregate o

1

data concarning stUdent_population growth, they were. able to study, in, detail,.

-

not.only the number of moves oyt of Mecklenburg County that dere'takipg place

in the white population since'desegfeg&tiOn, but nlg& the motivation behind -

. 3 . . ) :
those moves, They%ﬁdund that awong the major reasons peop%@ gave for wanting

.

<l\$‘)“ . | »




_ to move, buaing ranked fourth (70%) preceded by: . : o

- 1) a dgsire for ar aafer place to liva (89, 8%), o IR F

\\k o E'2) mora playing room for their children (88 OA) and ‘ oo

~-

, 3 loWQr real estate taxes (85, 7%) (P. 288) : '

I
The authors aaaerted that the findings agreed with thoae found in other studies

(\
 of tha reagons for movement from aitiaa to suburbs or rural areas. TQis study
) ‘. /ﬂ\/""/‘ ) ’
also showed that»while the growth in the elementary achool popuﬂhtion in an

adjacent*&ounty,accglerated during the first two years of des&gregation,,it re~ .’
¢ S oo o
turned to the pre~desegregation rate after three years. ) . ' - ' ¥

. Giles (1977) ponducted a case gtudy which was designed-to asseaﬁ't e BLack/ '
white.balances in the schqols of a desegregating southern metropolitan/school
- district - Duval County, lorida. He reported that "with few excaptions the per—.

centage of blacks in the\schools approximated closely the projthions of the de-—- e
[J

segragation plan ahd did not vary significantly in thq?firsn.two'years of implﬁ-
: ~ . -

© mentation (p. 507)." Gilegs was able .to determine that'théae exceptions whare
P
further Lntreases'in ‘Black enrollment took place were in 22 gchools "1ocated on

R N v [

the fringe of the. black area, suggesting that the raci l instability in the

R school was a function of racial instability in the attendance area and not school
' . . o ) i i .

desegregation pd%vse (pv 507)." Giles concluded that Black/white balances can be

v / Y -

stabilized and mﬁintained in'desegregated urban schools 4s long as the poi%cy
. makera take irto hccount demographic trends in residential patterns. HoWeVer,

he cautioned gainst over—genetalizing from this one case in a gsouthern district

" with a brief dasegregation expegience.

' Giles et al. (1974) attempted to déteﬁﬁin@hhow busing influencad parent's

v

decision to enféll'dtndente'in non-public schools, Parents of studemts enrolled

in ‘the public sthools and of thoso enrollad in nonvpublic achools were intarviewed

\ ]
¢ .

“The parents were located in eight Florida dbuntiae which had bean daaagregatod:




¢’ \(" PR .
‘ﬂ ' ) “, 'k’ . \
1 . ' ,,/ J\ , .
' " | ,1' > X ., , '
. .‘)( L ‘; ) ’ '
. . M * . b .
The findings were summarized as follows: o o - .

5o © - The decisions of many Floridq parents to“comply with public .

" 8choo) débegregation or to transfgr their children from public
to private sehool, appear-related to the.conditions of busing
‘. . - affecting theiy children, Nevertheless, a large percentage .
'

‘of oux rejecter sample had not exgprienced busing last year
and were not scheduled to be bused this yenr., Thus, while
.. busing conditions are related to many- parents" rejection \ .« &

PR . declslions, many white children are withdrawn ftom the pubkit
I ) *§ schodls for reasons seemingly unrelated to busing. (p. 500) -

L]

A8 can be seen from thesa few case scudiea, a look at school systems indivin

M

dually in . a case study sprovidaes a much, diffarent picture of the relationahip be-
N4

tween school desegregatiqn and white flight than can be obtained from existing

q

macro studies.

- Definition-of Terms - ) .

N

" Though terms are defined.within the context sof a particular study, they are
. ' ) .

 often misplaced by the time the data are reported and considered by policy makers
{ . - - . »

and the gerteral public. The words "desegregaﬁipn"_and "integration" are examples.

¢

\ of this problem. 'While gome researchers endeavor to make clear disgihctionb@be*

‘tween the two, others do notf“\Q?segregation may be defined_és "the achieVing of

// some statistical wix of children of different races (§t. John, 1975).," The term

integrhtion, however.,, should be'reserved for that sityation in which the minority
- ‘¢ “ N

. group 1is accepted on a completely equal basis” (Green and .Pettigrew, 1976), or As

g

v L

Harris et al. (1975) suggests, “integration reflects the iﬁvolvement of'many*

w 3 (~1

people, from raclal and ethnic groups where, Erom a shared base of parity, the
.

‘ entire school and communuty benefic. This definitional problem as Wégmann (1977)
| suggeeta. "seems . . to be at thevheart of the wﬁolé igsué: To what extent fa,
% ’ ' , ‘ L . . ) ! ' '
the racially mixed school truly integrated? Are the students merely physically.

)

’

. W, ’ 4 s -
co-pregent, or are they relating to one another in an environmént of‘mutual
' ) R o

°

underatandihg;and respect (p. 362)?" .o
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"Dusing" Ls _Anomird Cérm oharact:.erizefi by a lack, of .definitional elarity: o /

' The pr?dilection of studies to eqUate."desegregation” and "busing' contribuﬁgs L
to @onfpsion.' Busing has buen Sﬁ integral part oE our educational gystem for
many yeary, Brior“toxtne'court order to desegregate,jGSIpercent of Jefferson
Coungy's students were being bused from home to school and'back égain (v.s.

»

District Court of Appeals, Louiaville—Jefferson County desegregation case,

-

1

‘\ Dec. 28, 1973). It is the intent .of this study to maintain a distinction .be-

-

twéen "busing" and court-oydered’ desegregation. "Busing" is one means by which »

N
Wyt

tourt—ordered“desegregation is implemented; it 1s not synonym
L o ;o .
"desegregation."

i the term .

’ Angther area in which definition ls necessary is the label ﬁmetropolitan{

’

desegregation plan." The term referg to a plap which is implemented throughout
[ “' o 0" .

"a me}ropolitan ar%a. It may cross district lines and it may or may not include

Y

busing. In. Jefferson County, two scheoldistricts were nerged It seems plau-

o

sible$to categorize the Louisville~Jefferson County plan as "metropolitan. _' T )
o .

. T® the public at large, the terms "white' flight" cOnjures the image.of white

-families moving out of a community. The bulk of research on this topic has
v ' ‘ o ' . :
Eaced a major liwgtation. There is no straightforward method for measuring this
movement particularly in studies involving a large number of school Bystems.
g . —~
Fhe result is 4 concession to expediency Virtually all white flight studies

Operationally define white Elight as a dacline in white enroilment. This is

_ done despite the fact Mat there are many causes for a decline in white enroll-

+ . ment other than school deségregatian. Transfeps to nOﬂ“Public schoofh, birth~ | e

rate decline, hd the continuing trend of the middle clasa to move to the suburbs g

" -'/
! are all reflected in declining enr?llment. Movement to nonwpublic schdols is

genorally included as white fligﬁtrdespite the fact'that this 14 an arbitrary _

and illogicnl use of oparational dofinitions. First of all it is misleading




, C
¢ . ' -

o “r

because "to ﬁhe public white flight means families fleeing. And secondly, thgy

a

] " - g . . : , t
~hnvé‘¢}sparate effec%sb g%ch economic  and pociglogicaln Residential flight has

’ . 4

an enormous’.impact on a'communif?'while accelerated transfers to non-public

schools mainly affect the school system, Methodological convenience and the

indigcriminate use of operational definitions are not sufficient juscification
for the false assumption that a decline in white enrollment can be equated with

: 'che moveuwent of white ,families out of a .school districto,

v

. , ¢ .
.+ Organization of tWe Report -

A\

.

In this chapter an introduction to the study has been provided throughi a
4 statement pf purpoge and review of ﬁhe literature, Chapter II includes bac ground

- material on Jefferson County and events leading to the 1mplemencétion of the de=~

P segregation‘plana Also,'seVérQl studies coriducted locally are reviewed. .Chapter/

" III describes the methadology of the study and the: results are presented in

. © 7 thapter IV. In Qhapter V, the results are summarized and discussed  and recommen—
N - ) o . .o ' . N

dations are pregented.
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" BACKGROUND
quz,)' ﬂ/ R '

Community Profile ' - e 4

‘.4' ’ - -~ \
-~ .

Louisville, the largest Kentucky city, 18 located within Jefferson County and

on the,southern bank of the Ohio River; According .to the Louiayille Chamber of

Cominerce (1979), the incorponated city of Louisville covers 65, 2‘square miles |
within a county cov&€ring 375 square milea° The- Standard Metropolitan StaEistical

fn N
Afea includes Bullitt and Oldham counties in Kentucky and the Indiana counties

a2
, 4

Clark and TFloyd. f‘e five~county area encompasses 1,392 square‘miles°

n
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Louisville has long been a center of commerce and industry and is rated as

4 .

'one of“the top- U.S. industrial‘markets by the U.S. Department of Commerce. Pr01
ducts ihclude chemicals, electricql appliances, synthetic rubber, lumber and

timbef products,‘farm equipment foods and beveragea, tobacco products, paints

L4

Ad varnishes aiid machinery (Chamber of Coumerce, 1979). In addition to being a

trade center, viable commer¢e and inddstry has also made Louisville a ‘working

«

berson a-town," . General Electric Appliance Division is the largest single
employer with 20 000 employeeso Jeffboat-Company and the Ford Motor _Company -

L A (/
are- second and third with 16,000 and 7 544 employees respectively (USCCR ‘g
4‘1 3

l976b Po 66) The majority of industrial workers are unionized with the AFuﬁCIO
[ 8

having large memberships (Chamber df Commerce, 1979). In 1971 84 unions, in the
. @

area were represented‘hy 219 localeu More than 80 pertent of the employees

- !..

inumanufacturing 1ndustrie9 are organized (USCCR, l976b, p° 66), "

|

Apdmoximately 25 percent of Kentucky's'population residea iqSLou%eville.
and 3bfferaon_gpunty; |Accordihg'to l975‘cénsuafdaﬁﬁ and the Huma

Services

Cootdination Allfance (1978), 331,310 persons reside in Louisville, and
’ ‘. i . . “ . ‘ ’4\ . * N s
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including the city's population, an eati@ated 697 780 peraona ndaide in ' K

» h s

Jefferaon County»

Ratent population trends in Lpuisville have been geherally c0nsiéte%t'with -

most metropolitan areamhe United States (HSCA l978 P 11), Betméen

[

1960 and 1975 U. Su metropolitan areas. grew by 22 percent} however, the
metropolitan grawth rate in the 1950 8 dropped from an average annual increase
of 2 3 percent to 0.7 percent in the 1970'80. Generally, population of’ cities

is declining while the population of suburban areas is increasingo Consistent T

L]

“W.ith national trends, the city of Louisville has steadily declined in population

since 19604  Between 1970 Aﬁa'1975, the population loss for Louisville accelerated

to an average decline of 1,5 percent per year while population growth in outlying

i
N -
s .

districta has increased.

In particular, the average annual population rate increase forQOldham County

¢ \

stands at 3,6‘percent, and the .annual and gteady rate increase for Bullitt is

3

Eive %ercent./ These grdwths in population have largely been attrié%%ed to *

invmigration, m@stly from Jefferson County,. Furthermore, families moving to
the outlying areas tend to be young and of childbearing.ggeo Older peraons . ' -
) . ’

and single, young adulta are concentratad in central cities.. This pattern has
‘baen true of.Jefferson County (p. 12), - '
Matropolitan migration, furthermore,‘has affected éeographic distribution of
ethnigbgrOupa.' Since the 1930'9, Blacks .have filled inner clty vacuugs left by
out-migrating whitas° The 1960's witneased a masaive‘out~migration ‘of qnites %o
Gﬂime suburbs, and Black areas within central and weater% Louisville ‘axpanded, %
Conaequently, 'an increase in the distanee Jbatween the population aﬂd concentra~
tions'of the'two racial groups" has qccurred»(po 13) In fact, the Kanmucky
‘. '

'Commisaion on Human Rights (Novembar 7 1974) reported' ' o !

r . ‘ ' .

B T T T TR P JLo



B

s

Black & '18 4 percent white in 1973 The prOportion of Black students kn the

* Louiaville ] ranking dfaBOth in tha recent housing gty . R

of 109 citiesf‘ puts it.among the gne-'chird 'most segre ted' Coo

cities -~ a complete turnahout from~194b when Lou{svilde
was among the one~th1rd 'least, segregated' cities 'with a = -
tanktqg of 32, (po }) . . . B

4

Though somg middle*income Blacks have been able to’ move o] auburbia, the * P
J . RN

:movement has not been sufficiently extenaive cOvrepreeent an impr ement in -

A RENE S

Black hOUSiRS OPpontunitiea or a decline. in reeidential segregation (HSCA C

) R . v
Y

1978, Py 13).

See Appendix A for additlonal demographic data,
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School Prnfi%? L _” o T | . . .
¥ ' i ot :
Louisvil%ﬁ?and Jefferqon County enrollm@nt data for the years l956-¢978 are.
~ presented’ in rable I | The ethnic composition of . the Louisville syst;g had ' -

gl from 26 2 percent Black and 73.8 percent white in’ 1956 to Sl 6 percene

v
J

.chfersoniCounty system had\remained faiﬁ{; congtant having risen from 33 )

o
percent in 1956 to. 4.6 percent in 1973. The combined enrollment of two
: .
systems ini1974, before they wera legally merged on April l, 1975, . was

) : - s v . "
13043443 20,3 percent Black and 79.7 percent whites '

| . o . v oér
H P . "

i . . - , . . !
"An 1nhestigation of degregation by the Kentucky Commission on, Human Rights'k

(1972) inlthe Louisville gthools , stated:

4

/Racial isolation of gtudents in Louisville Puhlic Schools
. i reached’ a 10~year high in 1971~72 schooX year and the racial

\Hidolation of elqmentany -school students 1is higher thdn at - ’ .
! .any time sincg total segregation was abolished in 1956o . ' |
( (Inside cove#) b @ ' N o ®

q * v i

ethnically identifiabie schools (USCCR l976b’ Po 68) , Y% \
t';‘zk : o y ' . .
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e , .TABLE I - v )
TR ‘ Y, anmnsou COUNTY. PUBLIC SCHOOLS
W . SENEN L
.o ‘o ¢~ ‘Fall Black/Whitg MamMrahip_ .
| o w . "f‘(}mdq? })—12 '
S d\ 126,-19--78 A .
IR ¢ k | Louiévi’lle - ) A \,‘. Jefferson Countf
' -_1 VPO White Black .Toml_, ."1‘ Whivt;'- ‘ Black Total
:f 1956“ u 433,831 :L._ 12 ?w ‘45,841 { 3,911 ¢ : 1,397 ‘ 36,:}08"‘;"\°
coL 1957 e ) ‘3&,252 12 790 | \46,0‘22 - 38,619 ' 1,422 ¢ ao.,odi"-'-
. 1958~.. T e 13,832 46,635 417893 1,361 *"”,,3"‘51‘
.1959 31,848 14,756 46,604 0 _'.45,6"57. _1,,7’17' '47,39;, e
1960 31,58(;‘ SR URGY - 47,297 v _48,‘82_5 . 1f,81lo._. 50,639
- 1961 v 31,274 ;'16,’789' 48,063 ;2;480, G' 1,921 ,51;333‘ .
T we2l a0 17,980 49,382° | .. 56,480 1,963 x 423
,‘- " 1963 , _-JO 883. . Lféf\,aés 50,249 ° 6f?‘365 1,962 “__, - 63 327
19‘64"-',.' n 291928 : 20‘,'29.3‘ :.hso,zzi ‘;‘66",1‘48,_ ‘ 52‘.676 66,624 ’
0 1965 ;2% 940 71,912 50,152 ’ 66,251 ' 2,594, }69,31{5
L 1966 % \'“\27 868 “22‘2129‘ 49,997 ™®,086 2',8'01 " "71{,857' k
e 1967,} | e 28,358 _32',994 " 51,262 ' _ZB~,982 '2,909' . ABLTIL
| i im ‘ 27,612 _'23;.,277 «. 50,889 82,888 3,/10:} (as;'991
C ¢ 1969 ¢ .- 26,706 %3_,;379 .:so;:oas 86,4_09 313 g sm
' *1370 ‘”' 25,818 23,615 49,433, 90-,0586. | 3,3"050" * 93,866 ° "'_'g
; 1971 26,361 . 23,346 47,907 91?363 3,478 ; 195,241 ;
UL Umed | mgm s, RN a6 9s,8s6 4
EER T 21,04 . C22,00 hauss 90,307 ). 6,382 " 94,489
T ; J19,0m - 21,768 40,93? 84,66 RS g,ads ,;» .
'19‘7_5 ’ X x T ox - 92,081 .26 42 8,505
’ff.: . ‘1'976 - xs % r ﬁ o ', 87,249 v‘i 26, 488 113.,73? | [
mvo 5 _"-t")x | x“" o ""_'a"z_.}u 26,062 108,400
. 178 L x‘- ke ek T sk ass0 aoegmez
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: (‘qmpurad to Jeff@raon Count:.y a 1argar proporciom of ‘the Louiaville aystzam 8
' - etudénta came Erom lowm' Bbczto-aconomic backgrounds. ‘The Louiaville gystem wag . ¢

»q

conaidemd progxaaaiVa dnd orié‘nted t:owatd tthe profilems of urban youth whﬁlh
. . v
the 'Jeffera(m County syatem had muincairﬁad a more tradit;ional educational pro-

1
("" . Y

. gram (USCCR, 197Ga -pp. 67- 68)

.

oo . ~ o
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N
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i ] Merger of t;be cwo school sygtems had been a coummnity 1ssue Eor over twenty |
. [ i . B A

. ' )xears. (Doyle, 1971; Pe V). Since metgar, thare have been many controvefreies "

unrelaceddtb desegregacion‘ betwaan ahd among scpool atafﬁ Jboard. m@mbers und '

o

< 2 - .
gr()ups tn the communit:yo . T 4
B : .
o, Mgt L . |
- A staff répor‘tz of the United States Commission on civil Rights includes a L
v 4 A . )

v, -c:'om{:wra'hensiva raview of 'the..iitigation which led to the 1975 daaag'mgntion of

. AL B , ' . T VA" o
\t'ﬂe ;Ieffarscm CMy Schools (USCCR, 1976a). A aummnry w t‘.han reviaw 1s pre- ‘

~ '

> \ i - ' ’ A) ‘ L] L]
++ gented in this, section of the text. A chronology af desegregntion evants 18 = *

[3)

presented ?'Appendix‘ B. v " o <
i . .
N 9 ; - : .
Following the 1954 Brown decision, }.ouisville ‘and Jefferson Coynty implementad
oL - et o ' \
‘plans tb end compulgory' segregation in 1956. In the county Black high school

— stud\anm.wam a-llowad t:o attend the achool servixig t:hair'“res:ldém:ial area; pra- “

+ viously they had baen tranaporced to the git:y 8 Ceutral High, Elqmpm;ary st:u--

» - .dents, for the moat: part, contzinued to attend all Black sckwola J;M'vxuxg thair * / > /
) M . "

. ['toﬁdencithal area. A geographic assignment: plaﬁ which includqd prov\!sionp for

¢

/\ «volum:ary transfer was institutad in tha city. E;lghby-*five parcent: of t:ha

il Q‘ \d

!

. "white Students schadulad to at:t;and formarly Black achoola t;aquést:ed cransgera .

.

as”did 45 percent og the Black atudant:s achedulad to attend formarly whit:e

- schopls (USCCR, 19764, pp.‘ 56-57). Though thesa afforts ;hdad compula?t:y segra~ o

«r b
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Board& of Education combined with the aagregated reaidancial natyre of the comw

munity raaulted°1n ethnically identifiable aschools Ih both ciqf'and county

school sygtema by the lnte 1960'8.'

1

Al .

v In 1968 Green v, Couhtyﬁ%ghool Boqrd btated -that voltuntary iignsfer plans .\

1971, Sgahg V.

can be‘justified.only 1f thay reault in dchool desegregation. Ki,

-, i

0 Charlotte—Mécklenburg Board of kducagiqn al}oqed student transportation as a R e,
zéf means of eliminating ségfgguFéon. ﬁ;llowing these dacision%, local brganizacions- b
‘ including the Kentucky Commiésion on%C1v11 Rigﬁta:and‘the Neﬁburg Area Council ‘V-
’//» prassed both school systems to take poeitive staps to reduce segregution. ‘During :
4 the same period, the Offlce of Civil Rights of the U, S Department of Edudation
. th;eatdned to stop Eederal fun&a to the Jefferson qunty Board because the . i
n
Newburg Elementary School was segregated. The Board voted ‘to migs a. deadline for
“_ aubmitting a plnn to desagreéxvﬁ bhe schools (USQPR l976b, PR, 57*63). i | .x
: ‘ In August, 1971, a sd!t was fIled against the Jefferson/County Board of
J EducatIon seeking the dasegregation of ethnically identifiaﬁle elementary schools
(Newburg Area Counc;l(v. Board of Edgcutiqﬁ). A suit, Haycraft et al. v, Board of
Lducatign of Louiavillo and an intervening c;mplaingxhy the Louisville Chaptex of
o the National Association for the Advancamena of Colo;;d People, were filed on
June. 22, 1972. The” latter action sought both a ;arger of the county,pndgcity <

gystems and a desegregation plan allowing no more thgn ona=-third Black students
. :.' * ‘ LR . - R ¢
in any school. The Anchorage Independent District was also inciuded but later

dﬁfmiased from the case, Fedé§a14Judge, James Gordon, Wastern District
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" of K@ntuékyu consolidated.ths cases and held the trial December 1-18, 1972.(

[}
’

Judge Gordon di¥missed the case agalmst both boaﬁ%9 on March 8, 1973, stating

¢

* that they were wperating unitary systems. His opinion included the fofrow ng:

" The only alternative ta bringing back into Newburg the plack
f children who were moved out foy the bole purpose of intugrat-

' ing' the school system would be to' find white school c¢hildren
at, digtant .gchool districts and tradsport them in a. 1l 'p~fro§ -
6r~¢ross busing fashiop past black children baing transported
from Newburg to the intggrated adjacent white schools. We do

- not read in any decisiona of the Supreme Court any require-~
,ment that such impracticalities be engaged in. (USCCR, 1976a,
p. 73) ' o

Plaintiffs appealed the case. On December 28, 1973, the Sixth. Circuit Court

[\
Y]

of Appeals reverged Judge Gordon on every point, Regarding -the councy'district,

a

the Court astated: . v e s

The Jefferson County School District egbraces all of Jaffer-
son GCounty except that portion includad within the Louisville
Independent School District and the Anchorage Independant
School Ddstrict. o . ‘

. .It has close to 96,000 studénts, approximataly four percent
{. of whom are black. Sixty-five percent of all-students are
bused to schools they attend. The Board operates 74 elemen- -
\ . tary dchools, fiveymiddle schoolg, 18 combined junior and
~ sanlor high schools, aid six special schools. '

Prior to the decisich in Brown v. Board of Education of i
Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954), the Board maintained a racially-
gegregated school system. in accordance with tha requirements

~’f/ of Kentucky law. It did not provide a high schéol for ‘black

: © students and arrangad for’ their attendance at Central High °
School, the black q;gp school operated by the Louisville
Board of Education) It operatad the Nawburg Elementary:

| $chool, grades 1~9. Newburg was located in the one area
~&>. 1n thg county outside of ‘Louisville having any substantial

", blatk populatiom, It was a pre~Brown black school, and has

“vemained black until the present day. Newburg ig surroynded

. bl a number of all«white or virtually all-white elementary

{ - schools. Within a distance of three miles from Newburg

\ there age in addition to Prica'Elqmoncary School, which will

be disculned subsequently, nine substantially white biemenw
'tafy schopls, ' '

) " [
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‘ The eb&dance shows that Newbufg, Price and Cane Rum contain

&

Statistical

+ 99 percent white' students. The sixth school, Manual, which. '

. ’ }- IA . ‘ . ‘, .
. ., ' SR
¢ " . . e
p l’ ' . .
T "ﬁgg‘ - o . “
’Q ) St l’}, . . .” c . : . .
.

1t 1ncreaaed‘po 25.5 percent, in 1970~71 it increased to
~86.7 percantsand in 1971-72 to 45,5 percent. In 1972-73 it

. _ . ‘
"At the commencement of the. 1972-73 school yegr, the Board

-the #ix academic saenior high schools; Central, Male and

‘Thera are thirteen junior high schools. Five of'them,
. DuValle, Meyzeek, Parkland, Russell, and Shavnee, have be-

Mmaining four, Manly, Manual, Western and Woerner, have ba~ ,
- twadn 25 percent gnd 64 percent black students. DuValle, - ., '

é{ ,

[ X]

w

In 1969 Pricet Elémentaty Wthool was conbtiucted within a ¢
mile of Newburg. % When Price opened in 1969-1970, 33.1 per-
cent of the students were black. The percentage ircreased
to 40.2 parcent during 1970-71, to’ 43.9 percent during

197172, and now stands at 54.3 percent.. It is practically: . (//
an all walk-in. school, with about three percent only of the
pupils being buased. . ' " '

t

Cane Run Elementa}ymséhool is located fh the northwest por-
tion of the Districd close to the Louisville city limits, .

In 1966-67 the black student population of Cane Run was one
boint two parcent. In 1967-68 1t increased to six point two o
pegcent, in 1968+69 it increased to 11.5 percent, if 1969~70 g

stood at 49 percent. Cané Run was rebuilt on the same site
during 1972, | '

e

56 percent of the-black elepentary’ students, in- the Jefferson

County School District. (USCCR, 1976a, pp. 71-72)
J

t

data concerning the Louiaville'bistrict‘was described as follows:

was operating six academic high schools, thirteen junior
high schools, and forty-six elementary schgols. Three of

Shawnee thave bdtwaep 94 percent and 100 percent black stu- * .
dents. Central was a pre~Brown black school.) Male and L
Shawnee were pre-Brown white schools. Two of the senior -

high schools, Atherton and Iroquois, Have 97 parcent and

shares a common attendanca,zone with Central and Male, has
40 percert black students, Atherton and Manual were pre-
Brown white schools, and Iroquois was constructed after 1956, o

tween 95 parcent and 100 percent black students. Four of - '
them, Barrett, Gottschalk, Highland 'and Southern have be-
twaean 94 parcent and 99.3 percent white students, fThe re-

Stiawnee, Bartlett, Highlandg,Sounharn, Manly, Manua
Western and Woerner were ptra=Brow white schools,

Meyzaek and Russell were pre-Brown black schools; Paqkiand;
1, S
Gottschalk was constructed after 1956, , ‘ l

1

. , e
A1 ! ! ' .




« ' There are fortyssix elelentary schopld. Ninetaen have ba=
tween 82 percent and 100 pero¢nt black students. Twenty-one
have batween 89 percent and 100 percent white studentd, The
remaining ¢ix haveepetween 16 parcent and 55 percent black

‘4 gtudents. The twenty-one.schoolg thaé ﬁave between 89 per- N

' cent-and 100 percent white 3tudencs, wore. prawBrowg white
scgbols. (USCGR 19768 pp. 69-70) ? %

The Court of Appeals Eound that the caun\y system had not E&llad Black achools
to actendance capacity but, ware upiﬁg éortablau and double ahifta 1n naarly all
white schodlu. The countm gygtem had, therefore, failed in itp co;%cituuional -
obligaticn to eliminate segregated schools (USCCR, 59762, p. 74). The clity sys-

tem's concnntion that segregated schoolﬁvwere a reeult of reaidential pattarns

~

»

“was rejected: ﬁj_ N " : -~ & A\

".'\ A @
v,

Y ~\populatibn shifts that changed the ethnic compoeitioh

.

of somd schools does got affect thé - (Louisville) board's 3

’ duty to convert fully to a ynitary system .*, -,~The measure ‘/*
. of any plan is its affectiveness in accomplishing desegre~ ¢/
© gation . . . Because pf ghe residual effects of past dis- '
crimination, the Louigyille zoning assignment plan has not
-been effacttéa despite the gaod intentions of the school
board.e As the Supreme Cburt stated in wann® ALl things
being equal, with no history of discrimination, it mighc . :
‘ well be desirable to assign pupils to dchools nearest their *f .

homes. t all things are not equal in a gysteém that has .
been deli arately constructed and maintained to enforce
racial segregation. " (USCCR, 1976a, p, 75) y

L ad ..
A . 4
. A

The Court of Appeals_rethned_the.cnpq to Judge Gdfdon\hsiifngz !

v All vestiges of stdte-imposed segregation must be eliminated K
within each school district fn the cqunty. To accomplish v
such purpose, state-created school district dilnes ghall {m-

.pose no barrier.. We do .not raquire use of any partigular
‘deﬁfce Any plan of desegraegation 1s to be effactive for

. 1974~75 academic year. (USCCR, 1976a, p. 76) U
Judge Gordon heard deﬁgregatim propoedls from the' staff of both ’sy?é and

thn ordered his own plnn. Plan X, on July 23, 1974.4 The ordey includad xho mer-=

ger of the cwo systams, Two days 1at¢r, in 113ht of Milliken v, Bradlex, the

' Suprama Court rqﬁﬂrded the casa to the §ixth Circuit Court for reviav, On

L
December 11, 1974, the Sixch District reinstatad its previous order whila

. .
3 v I8 ‘
T g e ) u
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v




intervened and proposed an alternative plan which would depend heavily on volun~

Judge Gordon rejected;%he proposal (USCCR 1976a, p. 94).

1975 76 through 1978-79% 11tigdtion continued on that issue,

4
A k . . 4
[l - . +
. L] - . .
' . . -
f . B .
[ ' ’
/

¢
. . [
pointing out differences between'the Kentucky and Michigan-caées~

]

Milliken) there wasg no‘evidence .that ' the ouclying school '
é‘gt cts had committed ‘acts of de jure segregation or that ‘
" they were operating dual school syatams. pxactly the oppo~ o
site is true'here. . , . P b

" - mi%' - L R
The 1nterdistrict remedy in this'case would not be likely -
extensively to disrupt and glter the structure 'of public ’
* education in Kentucky, or even in Jefferson County, nor
require the creation of a‘vast new ‘super school district.

) : L)
Since the county 1is the basic educational unit of the state,
: there 1s provision under statutes for merger not available e
v in- gilliken. ) . d - . t

Sipce school district 1ines in JefferSOn County had been
\, ignored in the past for the purposé of segregation they
: night also be, crossed for desegregation purposes. (USCCR, ‘
b 19768 pp. §0-81) ) “ ") |
o . . .

~ . . ¥
The'Louisville Board ﬂf Education had initiated merger proceedings under the

A
provisions of state law, and ‘on April 1, 1975, the two districts were merged In

April, the Supréme Court denied appeala to reverse the Sixth Circuit Court 8 or-

der. On July 17, 1975, a final order to Judge Gordon-stipulated that a desegrega-

-

tion plan would be implemented at the beginning of the 1975 76 school year (USCCR.-

b

1976a, pp. 81~83)

Litigation ot aspects of the desegregation plan cod&inued following implementa-

v .
¥ 4

‘tion. The County Judge, Todd Hollenbach, (an eleqted administrative poaition);

tary feassignments. After- hearing testimony from James Coleman, an expert wit-
k

ness who said that the plan.would not eliminate, athnically idantifiable schools,

.

s

First gradera were not included in the ttanaportation plan during the years§

h VP

In. Mﬂy’ 192
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The Plan T - RO I ' a

The plan ordqred by.Judge Gordon affacted virtually all schools in Jaffpreon
Clunty. Elamentary schools were to have.enrollments of no lesa than 12 percent

or more than 40 percant Blaclk. Secondary 8chools were to have between 12.5 perm

- -4 -

cent)and 35 percent Black The Court fou d that the, ethnic balance in several

QchOOlB fell wiﬁhin the establiahed guidelines and that rediatricting would.

LY

bring still othaers into compliaﬂca. In total 29 schools ware exampted from '

tha trgnsportation phaae of the plan (Newburg Area Cduncil, Inc. et al, v,
. NN T

Board of Education of Jefferson County, 1975, pp. 3—5).‘.-'

The remnining bchoola,‘formerly(%lack'and formerly white, wgr; clustered or
pair;d. The school syeton was instructed to.provide trangportation betwoen
tﬁogérschools to achieve ethnic balances set by thé Court. Officials anticipatcd
that approximately 22,600 students would be trangported. Bﬁcause ﬁlack students
comprised 20 percent of thg population an white studente 80 percant, the burdegv
of buaing fell on Blacg students. Estimpfes indicated that 84 percent of the |
' white students would be transported for tnoyyeare during grades 2-12 and 16 per-.
cent would be trnnsported one year. Sixty-six percent of the Black etudenta

wolild be transported eight yeara during grades 2- 12 and 33 percent wouyld be

trangported nine years (Newburg Area Council Inc. at al v Board of Education

of Jeffarson County, 19f§ PP+ 8~10)

A map illuatrating thc plan 8 pattern of oxampt‘and clustered schools is

p!"ﬁnted 1n Appendixpﬁﬁ‘ Also, a chart ‘showing the alphabetical assignment %rd“

. . ’ P
cedure ig included ‘ ! .ot

IMblamencation of ‘the plan resulted in comprehensive desegregation. Nine per~"

&

.cant of the white studencs were reassigned to formerly Blayk achooie, and 46 pere

cant of the Blaek atudente ware reaasigned to fqrmarly white qchoolol The sdgre~

L

: . . .lv ' . S
A v .
' % .
. s

v




¢ . . oA : * , L ,

gation 1ndex was 27. 9 during the firsc year of deaegregution, down 54.8 from the’
~G

previous year (Rosaell 1978a, D. 13%)

Community Reaction . ‘ )

N

Observers of Jeffereon County and Louieyille in September. 1975, witnessed a
¢
new school year marked by citizen demoﬂbtrations. etudent boycotte and policemen
. carrying rlot-contyol equipment.' National televieion reported demonetrations

reaching near-riot proportione, boycotéa keeping white students abgent from .

.dchool for several weene and city and county pelice forces gravely concerned
3 wiggkaublic‘safety S} issuing riotmcontrol’equipment end implenenting crowd~con~
trol techniques. The governor, further@oret assigned additional st;te-troopers
N _ and activatee Kentucky National Guard unite. At one point. "there were 1,000
. guargamen . . ¢guarding buses at night, riding‘tusee as ascorts fovw&he children,
and'aseistiné in local .pglice patrol dhtfeq,(USCCR, l9T6&, p. 105)."
As has ap#dirently been true for pther cgnmunities in similar circumsfances’
, ‘. (Rossell, 1978a) local and staf‘\wlitical leaders did not make euppor. state-

ments about the desegregation plan. In: fﬁct, the Jefferson County Judge sponeo:ed

a seminar entitled, "National Forum on Quality Education and Social Integration"
[}

_on ecember 6 and 7, 1975, to seek alnetnative forme of desegregation. lSpeakers
3 L] ' :
4

" inclu ¢d prominent g&cial scientists James Coleman and David'Armor. During the "

following dey, an apparently,pro-deaegregation group héld a meeting designated

LOuisville 8 Forum on School Desegragation (Courier-Journal 6, 7 8 December

1975) " . o ¢
. l . - ‘ - "'J" . . '
The merger of the Louisvilie and, Jefﬁereon County school systems wds

almost as controversial as the desegregntion plan iteelf. In a docum§nc o

1" 7
‘(/ brepnred by the sehool eystem, the controversy wag daecribed as folloWe - '

t.

“ -
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@ <.

. means of desegregation; in'ﬂﬁdition,;the system did not

¢

&
i3
K

- agreed-upon philoadphy,

g

- AR NS (e " R
5 . . B N

two large problems: merger and 'desegregatjillf,
.tems, the issue of merger alone has caus &piqp’ diaagreeé-.
* ment within the community, and Louisville Proves n
The merger isaue has been facing this school gystem on a con-

tinuous basis for a quarter of a century, It has not been
solved by agreement’of the systems ﬁnvolvad,qand-only'under' .

the threat of court order and upon therunilataral action.of
‘the former. city 'school board has it been completed,

The Jefferson'Cpunty School Systmg is an or

To, compound the problem of merger, the new Jefferson County
*School System is'now under couyrt .order to desegregate. “This
new system is the thirteenth largest’ in the nation and is
the only district to face the problems related-to merger and
desegregation simultanequsly.

>

'y

The merger of .school systems in Keﬁtucky usually méhns the
county board dssumes the assets and responsibilities of the
independent school system and, in turn, the independent

r.school system ceases to exist or joins the county Hoard in

reduced strength, TIn this manner, the new school gystem
can confront its'problems with a unifidd, established, and
Further, the members of the new
organization have common policias and procedures to guilde

them as a result of having one board as the policy-making
body for the entire gchool system, o

Such is not the case .in the Louisville, Jeffgfson County
School System- merger, where merger was accomplished by a
“petition from the former Louisville Board of Edfication to
the Kentucky State Department of Education., -The LotGisville
System has a majority of Black student enrpllment and the
members of the board of education felt there was no- viable* ~m\
‘belleve the finances were available to enable the. system
to develop ‘and to implement 4 quality education program
“under these circumstances. Thus, in accordance with the -
existing “merger law, mergar was completed upon the order
of the State Superintendent -of Public Idstruction on April
1, 1975. ' )
When ‘tha merger was pompleted, the former Louisville Board
of HEducation did not caease to exist, Neither did-it join
the Jefferson County Board of Education’ in reduced atréﬁgth.
Rather, by order of the State Board of Education, and upheld
by the state's highesy court, these two boards wera joined
Ynefull wtrength, <« « - N

N

r * ‘\.Q

Five memberé of the Countv.Boaralwefa joined by five. members
of the former City Board to' make a ten~member board bvf aducaw
tion for the newly merged systam. ! .

<

ization facing -
. In)other sys~

exception,




created,| it would be well to examine the orientatjons of ohe

/. two/ formpr boards’ The City Board was faced with static en-

t,\a& declining f nancial base,. a deficit budget, and

, a majorityMBlack student\enrollment. On ‘the other hand, the
County Board was faced wikh problims created by a suburban _
area, a rapidly increasing sprollment, an expanding financial -
base, and a large white majofit¥<gtudent enrollment’, To. deal
with and control the problwsfs the ity Beard faced, it was o
necessary ta develop a philbsophy sind orientation goward stu- ;.0 -
dents which differed from the philosophy and student otienta— :
tion developed by the County Board _ o o

I

1Y

To further compound the problemg the two boards were not . “
legally joined or merged for all purposés. They were left
as two separate entitid€s for the purpose of creating plans
to desegregate the newly merged school gystem by order of
Féderal District "Court. Each former boa¥d was called upon
to develop its own plan to. accomplish this important action.

Y2
®ach of the two boards, then, from the perspective of its .J
own philosophy, has been called upon to develop a desegregaw
tion plan for the entire merged system. The two plan¥. de- -
veloped differ in philosophy and orlentation. They repre-.
sent two separate approaches to the problem of desegregations .
Thus, the membership of the hew boad has-been involved in
heated controversy and seemingly unraconcilable conflict L
" since the ‘April 1, 1975 merger. (Jefferson County Public ¢
T Schools, November 14, 1975, pp.. 9~10. y S s ‘

-

Individuals and groups represehting virtudlly all points of view criticized

@

the school. district staff durin& the first year of desegregation. One major
' source‘of criticism was the disproportionate suspension of minority students., A

'R

" The 1975-76 Black to whilte ratio of student suppensions in secondsry schools
during this firgt year of desegregation was 5 to 1 while, as already pointed

out, Black students only contributed 20 percent of the total ﬁnrollment (Jeffer~.

‘?’ . "
-son Qounty Educstion Consortium, 1977, p. 132). ' '

~

The United- States Comnission on Givil Rights hel& a hearing in Louisville on.

- June l4-16, 1916. Testimony from scores oé witnesses included students, teachers,

. 4 4 ]

'administrators, public dfficials and citizens and repreeented both pro and anti &= °

desegregation groupa in the community (USCCR, 1976a) A summnry of‘the LOuisville

. ;’ : o . "
’ (‘v ’ . - ;/ . ) . o
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included in a later report issued by the Commiggion (USCCR, 1976b). . L
L)y v Y ) S ‘.

hearing is
N%he)i'c.o'mmissio’n'a findings were dq,folloWa: ’

1. Elepted county officials abdicated their respdbnsibility ,
to ‘maintain law and order and to take 'an affirmative

) stand in' support of the desegregation order,” and thus —
r perpetuated the belief of opponents to desegregation . L)

' that ‘demonstrated opposition would yield results, The
failute of County Judge Hollenbach to requestscity police
. aéqiséa ce in the force of disruptions on September 5, Y _
4 1975, 14 the gouthwestern section of the county reéulﬂ@d° . '

' in extensive property damage and bodily injuries.

?

" 2. -Although the Chamber of Commerge made some initial attempts
o .-\ - to unify the business community in support of peaceful
‘ desagregatgqn, it yielded to intimidation from dissident ' &
elements in the community. As a result, many businesses
that would not have supported antibusing forces publicly .
did so In or?ér to proteéct themselves and their prdpqyty. ..
. 2 . . . .

-3

{ . - sated peicefully and with minimal difficulty, Wefl de-
' * - veloped human relations programs in individual sghools
. facilitated the desegregation process.

3. "In 5pit6 of ébmmunity disruption, the schools dé;zgre~ . . _ S

. ¢ . L

)

4. Students, genérally responded -positively to desegregation.

* Any tension and anxiety-that ‘existed was generated by
community controversy and opposition, When compunity ’:
dpposition abated after the first quartér of the school
year, students $attled down and accepted the first year
of deskgregation“as a normal school year. a4 g

) s _
"5, The failugg\pf the school board to commit itgelf to o
carrying out\the court order has contributed to a _trend
towards repegragation. Hardship transfers granted tod a L
greater defree white stydents and the exemption of " b
- first graddrs fron transportation have changed the racial
. makeup of the sch ols from that specified by the court

ovder. % \ . 0

! B . ' . )
6. The failure of the‘schoéi administrgtion to examine the
: . causes of disprOportionaté\suepension rates fof black .
§ 7 S students and a simglar faildwe to evaluate assigfment
i ' practices thak plade a‘disprdbg;;ionate'number of black
h

students in t ) Alternative School have cauged members
of the black'g\mqyniny ko question the integrity of
the schaol admgnistrationy (pp. gB:?S)
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Local Studies : 0 . ' : I o ,

~

Since the implementation of the court~ordered desegregation’plah, nine stugd~

ies have oeen conductaed locally concerning the problems of school desegregation, .

""' #

busing and houging desegregation. These .studies have qttempted to determine the-'

N
-

‘effects of these factors in Louisville and Jeffe;son County as a comTunity, as

well "as the relationahips among these factors.f

[

" Five of the nine studies employed survey questionnaires to gather data, two
other studies employ census data concerning population patterns, school enroll-'
‘ 4 :) * . : .:)'-v

.ment figures, and a review of houéing prog%ams.by the county Department of ‘ S

Housing and Urban Development. An eighth study closely ‘examined discriminatory Fooe
i : t . t -

methods used by real' estate agemts and' apartment complex operators against the .

housing of Blacks in Jefferson Couqty. The ninth study examined newspaper arti-

cles during the Mnitial period of court-ordered desegregation. - \ v
»

-

The present document, as.deacribed in Chapter I1I, used questions contained -

- K “

in two studies conducted by the fnstituge of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs

-

at Duke Univevsity in conjunction with Lou Harris and Associates. * The results. v

provided norms which were utilized in analyzing survey data collected in the pre- . o

N ¥ )
sent sgtudy. '
‘. >

»The first of. the Duke University studies was entitled Attitudes of Louisville
- . )
. and Jefferson County Citizens Toward Busing for - Publip School Deeegregation—Re~

»

sults from the Second Year (1977). Its purpoge was to exploré public opinion re— o

[ OB . N ‘ '
garding busing and related issues. Regearchers sought data enabling citdzens and

leaders of Louisville and Jaffergon COunty to, informetiyely addresg their problems

through the broadest poseible perspactive. The interview respondent group con~ .

X M - ”r.

sisted of 882 persons, selected by scientific sampling tephniqu%p to repreeent

1

tne Louieville~Jefferson County citizehry. Selectad citizens werp ¢ontacted and'

A | T tm o
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intetviewed in - thair homea by mrofessional interviewers during the late epring

and early sumdet of 1977.  As waa the capé yith thé second Duke study, all ‘sub-

\

Jacts, interviewed werg 18 yeara or older, A eimilar study was-: “onducted in

July of 1976, and opinione werd compared between the 1976 a 977 eurvek reaponw,

«dent groupa. Theae queationnairee explored euch 1eeues as. houeing, white flight”
» v ! . .‘J

and the qualfﬁy of education.' ’ ﬂ '

"

4

S In'l976, 76 percent of the interview respondents listed educational problems

‘o

as the vital iseue in Louisville and Jefferson County while 54 percent of the

AY

1977 respondents replied likewise. Seventy percent of thoae eubjects cited -

bueing as the worst educational problem in 1976, ag did 48 nercent of the 19/7
8

_subjects. White flight was identifiedsthrough the queetionnaire as followe'

Sigpercent of the parents who in 1977 had at least one child in a private echool-

indicated that their private school chfﬁd or children .had -attended a public

1
e

dchool at one time.: Fifteen perCent of these parente,cited'bueing or deeégrega—
-, ' Y \ . L . oo . .
tion among tHeir reasons for the change to a private school., The majority (66%)

of the respondents gave religious or educattonal Peeeonq;for the tranafer.
The second Duke study entitled, Is It the Buaee or thQABlacke? Salf- Interest

<*

Versus Symbolic Racism as Predictors of Opposition to Bueing in Louieville, invee-

tigated whether deeegregation, as eviﬁenced by raciem (either eympolic or oldw'.

. \

faahioned) or whether bueing, as evidenced by high self~interest respone‘e, moti~' .

"
v

vatea people to Oppose court-ordered desegregaticn. One thousand forty~n1ne per~'“

song were randomly samplad from a grid of the city 8 geographic atea.'
&

Households were tandomly chosen within sampling unite, and tha’final ; reeponu

¥

dents were randomly choeen~from,persone residing in the householﬂs. Interviewe

A

1aeting approximately one hour.and twenty minutes were conducted in the homee by

@ a4 ) ¢
trained interviewera of .the smne raee'ee the reepoﬁdent. Survey’questibne axe

R

L‘!.’




$‘5 C ploreo 1gsues similar to thdaemlistad in the first atudy. “Intarascingly, al- ‘:
“ . . V" ] . Ca - [y ' )

& though /51 pgrcent of the whites and 90 percant of the Blacks considered, it 4 .
, - \ . |4”‘ .. . ) Y 7 w .
S good ideé for Blacks and whitas to go .to school togeuhar, 91'percanc of whites

.and 35 arcéno-of Blacks were oppoaad to busin@’ Ipe coﬁcluaioné og.this
‘ second Duko study vere ag follows. N .
. S J'
1. Salf incaroat and personal conveniance was very weakly ,'f
Cs S . and inconsistently relatad to opboaztion to busing. '
L ey |2, "Racial attitudes were: much mdre closaly rhlated to anti- . -
. o R ., busing attitudes and ‘thé direction of thé ralationship
BRI c py ' was. consistent: the more racist, the more opposed -to
- " busing, e

. v
. - ', . .
‘* N -

R ) : 4 -
) : .
- 3 \The most, idportunt rucial attitude and indeed the most:. .
ionrtanc single corrolate of opposition to buaing ‘was .‘gﬂg:
o symbolic racisw rather than the more fnmiliar old-ﬂashh X
fff_ P foned raciam. Cp. 33) . ot .
I)A‘_ The guthpfs Yurnhar commented thaq for the adult population in Lpuiavillaneffer—‘
"'A -~ v \(- )

o . 8Q0 Cou” "1t ma? symbolic raciam, t:hat: combinacion pf anti-Black feelding" and’

A
J ‘o ! 4 - i

the' perqution chnt wBlacks-are violating Eha cherished valges of civil?%rotos~

~
——
i=e 3

-, )-‘"' p .
. A tnntism and mgking illegicihACe demanqa for change in the racial

r

statys guo. .
-;‘that fuelad»the opposition to buﬂing to,prairie-fire~like propontion ip Louis; I

] *

The termv"racidm" is an evaluativo and cannot be maasured dirGCtly. f"Symbolic
'ﬂ . '_ Vﬁcism‘,is avaeri mora” obscura, 'Fop their concluéions, the Quthors wara forced to .-

R “ - e

i”!j,m:car;n'«.nt: tha motivea of “thair aample. Fo the extent that tha term ie unad de~ ' .;.: v
| W, 2

miona are lagi imate. Whan théy try to axplain tha cause of oppoaicionvco )

“ox

89/ of the a action. "aymboiicdpaciem." thoy are ongagad id the
R gical faliacy of e*plaiﬁing bahaviqr by mog;a of* its abacraction. ‘

1] . »

‘Sinco 1934.\‘h¢ Urban Studies CeﬂE\r oﬁ the Univaﬂoi&y o;:Louisvilla

hus baen

{ Ca '

a onduccina an ongoina aatiea of acudioa onticled. Community Pﬁihrtciautandkmvpidaa.
- S " (\,




_ t ons, As indicuced by the title, the pugpoao of these atndiaa waa to idantify
,- './' X [ 3 // .
v and" unnlyaa issudﬂ attitudea and opiniona talative to the coymunity.

~

v

) S
The fifch report of this series (1976) gtudias busing and race relations.

v {l'ha JSurvay aampla'group for this report cdngisted of 400 paople who wat'e randomly
RN ' E
«selocted 80 as to be reproaontative of the encire Jefferaon County community by

variabloa of ago, sex and raca. Reapondﬁnts'weto.asked tive quoamundeWhnt do

you think are our community s (that ia Louisvillo and Jefﬂgrson ?oun&y 8) most

K ¢ w N 4

_8erious problems or needs?" Findings indicated that just over 62 percent of the

- -
n

roapondenta identified school as tho major'ykoblem° the majority of reaponsos

h‘

w

wara Phlqped to court-ordered busing (ps *ll) Although 62 percaut of*tha Blaok
interView respondonta and 42 percent of the white respondents reportad favoring_
‘ - "racial desegregation" over "racial segragation or "something in between," 84
2 ? [ l

parcant of these same raspondants wera opposead to busing for taoial balance as

’ .

’
it was put into effect in Jefferson County, Among Lthose who wore opposad to

|

busing, 80 percent stated that they oppqsod it "vary strongdy.q

\
The moht recent Urban Studies Canter report (1978,¢. 13) usad 4 randomly

[ ﬂw

salected snmple of.430 survey respondonts.. rhesa persons waere also rapresontative
of the community according to age, sex and rakpq This elaventh study foupd that
.for the firstetime singe July of 1975, Jeffdrson County Public Schoola had dropped
: from thq firpt to tgp second position with 151 votes in\tEE‘Prohlamu and .Neads
'tabulation. of the 430 1978 ingerviaw roopondonts, 176 tpportad that they viawed
dolice protaction and the elimination of crime as being the cOmmunity s most
sorioua problem or naod. For ‘the paat two and- ono~hu1f yeats, schoola had boen
' ‘- tho primary issue "most:ly on the screthh of community’ reaction to bueing to

. J achieve racial balance in the achools (p. 13)," g ; oot

Lo

LIV . . .

-Thé Juniotr League of Louisvilla’ conducted a stydy ubing a survq*‘questionnuiroé
\« § 4’ ‘ oy, 12 v v

L4




‘format entitlad, n(01c1zen's Vién af Quality Educaﬁibn (1977). “Tha incérviaw'v

‘l

5 " sample size of this‘acudy was 377. A random‘digit diuling tachnique wasg uued to

. v

obtiin the interview aampla. fqhephona numbers within the boundaries of o

ot

Je son Qounty wera genqrated by a computar. By feeding in all the threawdigit

1ocal area exchnngas, Khe computer was then puogramad to randpmly generate the

A laac four digiceJof the tdlephone numbers. This mathod allowed for all persons *
./4 \ '

in the Jeffarson dpunty area to have an equal chanca of being selected, but it

' “ malao generatdd  a number of unlisted and naw subscriber nuhbera ag wall as the

listed ones. The primary purpoae of this atudy was to define "quality. educatibn" e
an 15 was pefceived by Louiavillg‘and Jefferson gounty resfdents. "Quaiitx |

education" was géfined by interview responderts as chqt'which includes: "1) _jood

? -

teachars,'Z) a firm foundation in the-basics, defined as language, artJ and

'b\

mathematics, 3) a well~rounded curriculum; including a fund of basic information e

3
[

4n history, literature and science, and enrichment programu auch as art and

music, 4)'developing the desire to learn, both now Lnd in the future, and 5)»

parents and the overall community working with the school system to en9ure a \\\

' quality education for all of our children. For purposea oﬁ.cha~preseno study, }: o
the most important qd%stion asked in this survey was "How would you, judge the Py
pra‘unt quality Sf aducation in our school 9?8tam?" When- given the choice of - S
'categnries, only five percent of the respondents answered it’ was "very satisfac- .

.COry as conpamed with' 21 percunt who found it "veny unsatisfactory," Thirty-cwo

percent thought it to be '"satisfactory" nnd 37 parcent thought it "unaatisfachary. '

. 1~ If the categories of "unsatiefaccnry"‘hnd "very unsatisfactory" are combinad; ey

. . " 1 ;P
approximately 38 percent of the renpondenea found cha prhsaent juality of educa* ¢
4

\ . cion to be unsatidfactory. The study cohducted by the Junior Laague of Louiavtlle

b

nlno gave a breakdown of regﬁbnans accotding to race. The r&sponQas "unaatisfac~.

B . ! . Y '
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tory" and "vary uqsgcisfnctory" waere combined; G0 parcaent of the white.and‘éa

»

parced% of the Black.rcabondﬁnca found the presant quality of uducation'co_be

‘unmaciafactory. The results supply a normaﬁiv¢ populhtion for purposes.of

‘

comparison for thg Eindings of the present study.

A recent repoxt by ‘the %antucky Commiaaion on Human Righta (1977) 18 an~

¢

titledsy Houaing,ﬂeaégreggtion tncreaaaa ag Schoola Deaugregate in Jafferson

County. By.uaing Black pupil residency figuree, ¢ensus information and data
suppliad by the local Section 8 Houaing Asaistnnca Program, the Commisaion con-

cludéd that "Tha increaaa of Black pupild in suburban Jefferaon County in the. .

past thrae years ia far greater than the increase for any thrae year period

L]
1

. wince 1956 (p 5)." Since 1960, the)cre‘fs in the housing mnrkac showad 1ncreua—

L}

oﬁ; but, since 1976, the trend reversed showing increased

. &

. “The Commission atcributea this reversal in Eousing trends

ing houaing 8 gre

houding desegrgga

to Ewovfhctors. irst yas the acbool desegragntion plan encounng;ng Blnck

parents to move to area 1n which thqy are in tha racial minority exampting thair
- x

7hildren from busing for eflght \or @ of their 12 years. The second factor 1s

the success of .the Soccio Housing Assistance program. ,Thia highly effaective

program has placed 434 Black familfes (through the aend of " i976). who would have
otherwise been unable to relocaca. 0f these 6354famil es 266 (61%) chose desegre-
gatad houaing ’ ,‘ : : - ) o
The conclusions, thowavet, should be congiderad tentative becauge there was no

ol
way of determining pracisely whare the Blacks rad moved. Thef&'adeumption that 1

the movament was. mainly to white neighborhoods 1s: -raaaonable bacause 'Jefférean
l !
County is noarly 95 parcent whita, Howevq;, there are alao Black nedghiborhoods

and bgqause oﬁ b0undary changos regulting from chacimplementation Of cha doghgrew-nn,

v

gation plan), r.hore vas ndy why of datar;mining pre(.iaely what pr%port:ion moved to *

» 4

chooa aroaa. v o . B

. v
. '
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’

'
The study entitled, mmmwmwmwm

' Fayefte.and Jeffergon (June, 1977), cloaaly examined wide~apread houaing discriw

mination in Jafferaon Count:yo Individuals were selected to conduct tedts with

¢ . : N
a numbar of ranl estate agents and apartment managers, These individuals were

. ' . ¢ :
carefully scraeened and paired in teams consisting of ‘one Black and one white
person, Teammataa ware fyrther matchad according to sex, general nppadrance o

and personality traits. Age and sex were éonaidered important to eliminate the

»
.

possibility of diséﬁ&minntion based on elthar of those factors; genaral appearance
\

and personality traita wera considered meortaht bacause it waa neceasary for

| both testers to conduct themselves in a similar mannar and to gvoke a gimilar
response from tested huokers and apartment maﬁugefs.in the survey, The study

. includes seventy apartment cémplexes and real estate.offices, The results of .

the study are as follows: n;
. ¢ -
1. Apartments were available immediataely for whife testers,
. wherefs Black teammates were courteously told nothing -
RN was availlable for three months, or only three bedroom
© apartments wers vacant whereas i ona bedroog had been”
requestad,

*

9 - 2. Homes were available for white teeters to inspect and .

‘ buy as requested in terms of locatiom, size and price, ; i
For the Black teammatas nothing was available at the '

o _ ~ specified location, or specified price or of the size

- #f ~ requested., e \
3., In the forty real astate offica beeta, Black and white . B
‘ t stars were given diffarent information on financing ' .
oL n, homes 8elling at the specified price in thirty~three
ot ' cases, ‘

o

a
4

o 4. White testars were told the agent oould assist in’ arrang-~

) | ~ idg financing; Black testers were told they would have
P to ohtain their own financing, that money was "t:ight:,"
TR - 'and were quoted highar intarest rates..

»

¢ K '1 'R t)
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uaunl Blacks and whites in friandly intﬁ%action and supportive desy&;egation plan ~

.pefceptiona than did .the articlas themkerbea (Post, 1978). '

4
. KB AT TR
Y < ¥

. C e .
L ‘

. o . "“ . ' . . .;.’,l_ . / | Py
- 5. 1In baly one caga was there raverenl glving prafaren~ '
tial treatment to the Black testar. (p. 3)

Finnl;y. an»ﬂpformal tnveatigation conduttad by Buzy Post of the Louiaville and

Jeféltson County Human Relntioﬂa Codmiagion involved the collaction and examina- -

tion of newspaper articles from the Couriar-qurnal and‘the Louisville Times o

. ‘. . . v )
newspapers. ' All newspaper drticles pertaining to busing, deaagregngion and the '

Jefferson Couhty 'Schools that app&qraa‘d?:;ng August 25:0ctobor 4, 1975, wera

_’S.b_~

categorizad as negative, neutral and positive. The "negacive coverage" category,

described unt1~busing rallied human interast storias on anti- busing leaders and

riots., Positive news coverage describad scéool businegs being carried on as

& L . '

statements. Findings indicate that A0 percant of the total collected articles

. * i

were of a negative uature, 33 percent were nautral and only 17 percant warae pogi-

tive. Ms. Post also pointed out that newspaperlpictures seemed "to run in about
\ \

the game proportion, and that in her Qpinion, had more of an impact on community

"
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CHAPTER II1 | ¥,
#”  METHODOLOGY - - |

LY J '
2

.
1

-
In order to answer the questiona presentah in Chapter I, threa types of analy-

se&zwere‘utiLized. 1) bdrch data for Jefferabn County, 2) public and non~pub11c
‘school enrollpent data, and 3) data obtained from.interviews with parenta.
Queation 1. Has there been a decline in white %ublic school enroll-
- ‘ment that can be associated with-the implementation of
' the desegregation plan? ¥ ' . N
a. Are white students enrolling\in nonﬂpublic
schools #ithin Jefferson Coun avoid
i . participation in ,the desegregation plan? . oy

b. Are whiCe familieé moving &hpiﬂ~residence9(
outside of Jefferson County to avoid” parti-
cipation in ‘the desegragation plan?

This two part question Was mainly answered by means of trends analyais. This

provided a measure of how enrollments in Jefferson and surrounding co?nties

chaqged atter the implementation of the desaegregation plan 'Qgi i
nd

parents of studenta who wete enrolled in non—public schools and ‘achools outside

sy [

Jafferson County wére interviewed to. determine if the change in enrollment wag

- . U

!

related to daaegregat on; - A‘ _ ; . ' & B
"‘ dteétion 2,, Are parey £ pdblic achool children making residential

. changes within the county:to avoid the busing of their
Lo childnen? ' %) ,

This question was anawarhd by means of an analysis of the enrollmeut pattetns

of schooLp within Jefferaon COunty, Hypochenes ganoratad wara then subjeoted to

confirmatory andlysis by means of 1ntevv1aws with the affacted parencs.\
i) &
Quastion 3. What’ are t:ha ffuacuras of cogrtuorderad desegragation -
‘ tzhat influance enrollment changes n thé achools?

This question wasg anawared by meana ot‘ at:at:ieticul ismalysie of \nrollmant:

dnea fox individual schools using characteristits of. the deaggreaation #lan and
[

“of ehm i*ndd.vidual achoolq* as independent/variablgs,

‘ ¢

{




st

. Lty wagsavailable from school-dystem reports., - .

¢ o
. . .

Question 4. What are the characteristics of the ﬁJ&loWing three

groups of parents:. " !
[} A s ooy . \\
a. ‘ thosae who trangfer their children\ . T »
to non~public schoola? ya \\ E
Ho p

b. those who move out of the county?
| : \ 0

¢s thope,who move within the county?

‘ Thie‘queation was answered by means of analysis of the gurvey interview data.
Y ,{"
Trends Data

7

Public school enrollment data were c‘ected Beginning in 1956, and updated

N

~

through the 1978-~79 school year. Public schodﬁs in Kentucky are required to sub-
' . : . N / : -

‘

8 . ) _ i , .
mit an enrollment report to the $tate Department of Education at. the end of the

. (. ] ‘ . N \-,h . P
first month of each se¢hool yéar and those data wére used in this stdjy. . An eati~;
. l’i Vl . ' -

mate of the ethnic breakdown of 8hese data wag obtained from reseaydh conducted

by Doyle (1974) for the years 1956-73. After, 1973, information co?cerni”ng ethnie~

A)
. |

: » |
Non-public school enrollmeft data were secured from the Office of Catholic
-. }" * o ' ; ) ' -

Schools and'the Kentucky Depattment of Education, - In 1978,‘non~pubiic schoaols

¥

were no longer raquired ta repoft enrollment to the Deﬁhrtment ofxEducacion. 'Tan

/ .

non~publ}c schoolsufniled to file the repogt, and the data for those schools ware
sacured by contacting the schools directly. Non~pubfic‘achool'enroilhenn had been

daclining prior to 1974.f;Thé docfﬁning-enrollmant trend;was projected from 1973

. .

through 1978, shd designated expectad enrollment, ‘Estimates of the number of atu-

{

. . L. . . My
. dents enrolled in.non-public schqols who might not have enrolled had there been

~np desegregation plan were mgdovby'nobigg the diffarenge be;ween the qxpected and

/ LA S / ‘ y .
actua) enrollment. Ethnic breakdowns for nodlpublip school enrollfhent wirq'nbt

‘avallable; howevaer, a Catholic Jgh°of offidtal astiMted that the: number of Black

. ¥ .
studants in that system had never exceadad five peycent (Dumeyex, 1977 & 19%9).
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In this,study, tt was aaaumad than the ethnic ratio remaincd congtant, and bhﬁ % /ﬂv
data from non~pub11c achoala wera tgéated ag white enrollmentz° . B S f

White birth daCa for the years 1943 through 1972 were obtainad fﬁ:@ Kentugk

f Vital Statistics (Kencucky Department of Health). .These data were assembled 1n

twelve year aggragates a}d plotted in relation Yo the school years in which® those

W

~ individuals would have been of school age; 'e.g.; the cwelva yea: asd&qgate~l?53~6b;

-

was plotted opposite the school year 1970-71., Total white enrollment was calcilated

hY

by combining the non-public earollment and the gh1CG publig enrollment for the

years 1965 through 1978. hThe total white enrollment as a_perceutage of aggregate

o

births was gaICuLpted and displayed graphically, This procedure made it)poasible

to observe the relationship betweer total white enrollment and aggregate b;rths

‘ before and aftar désegregationo

@

Estimates- of the numbaer of students lost to the public schools because of resgi-

¥

dential movement out &f Jegferaon County wer& darived by exxrapolation; i.e., the

trend in total white enrollment established prior to the impact of the desegrega--

~

tion plan was axtended from 1974 through 1978. Thie made possible the designation

of an expected total white enrollment which could be compared with the acqpal an~ K

rollment. The difference batween expacted and actual total white enrollmeﬁt is /’7“{

an estimate of the loss through out-migration which occurrad when tha desegregation

P
plan was 1mplemqnted . . “

]

Several procedurea wara used to validate the rasults of the trends analyais

&

"efﬂprt‘g First, a*demographar with the Urban Qtudioa Centet, University of
- Louigvilla, prepared nat migration estimatea for Jerferson County from 1960 ¥
through 1975 (Brockwny, 1977). Secondly. enrollment daté’for the eighc contiguoys
councies were obtained from the Kentucky and Indiana State Dopattments of Edu/p~

tioh for che yaars 1970 through 1978, \Inladdiaion, estinates of population -

R}

5
A)
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‘

. T e N
o
w

changes in'Jefferson County, based on U,S. Census data, betwaen'1970 and 1975,
» ol

wera obcained from a publicntion by a Jefferson County planning agéncy (HSCA

,,« . I '
1978). . . o p o
School Specific Data

-

An examinacﬂon of the enrollment characcariscics of each achool wﬁa necessary

for two pufgogea. The first purpose was for answering Question 2 which involves

*

a determination of where families were moving within the county and how this was
related to the desegregation plan. The second purpose was for answering Question

3. This‘hubacion concernid the relationship between characteristics of the

Ve

schools, of the.desegregation plan, and how those factors wera related to enroll-

v

ment patterns in the county schoole. m ! ’

0

Movement within the countl The desegregacion plan providesﬁ an 1ncencive for

¢ i

tamitioe to make residential changea 1n order to avoid the busing of their child~

rgn. A s;udenc who lives ifi a school attendance distr¥ict in which he Qr she ds

in the ethnic minority, is not bused away from that schaol.

g

Evidence concerninéﬂthe axiacance.of a pattern of regidential changes by white

. parents to areas whare they would»be in Lhe athnic _minority are consiatentl"hegan

. tive. During the second year of che study, a gsearch made for such familips was 4

largely unsuccesaful.

Rights, -Lommonwaalnh of Kanmcky in 1977, Although rast:rici;ed in. its conclueions

¢ f
—
On the other hand, there is considerable gvidence that Black families are

‘moving from égaentiallf all Blan;proad of the wastern part of the citj of Louisg~

ville to the county where thuy rbaide~in .desegregated or mostly white areas,

o

Int:erviaws with Black parents conductad during the second year of the atudy sup*-.’

.

ported this view as did a report publiahad by the Kencucky Commission on Human

]

bacausae all approf)riate ‘data wero ‘not availabla, thia roporc supported the

‘ : '
* i ), ! - -\J(u . . s
) ‘ ’Q)()q : ' .

" o T . s wy
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hypothaesis that Blacks waﬁa &wving éb the oo%pcy from theﬂcity.

CA furcher analysia of che impauc of the deaegregntion plan on reaidential pate -,

3

tnrns within Jefferson Cpuncy cannot be conducted until the 1980 census data afdf

1
Tt

available. It'ia possible, howeVer, co infer raaidential changes from”enxollmanc

‘changaa. This approach wag used to monitor the movament of Black famiiiea to- - .}

aregs of the county where they would be exempt from busing. The total Blapk

enrollhent has remained relatively constant gsince the 1975-76"schoql yeaf; there~

v

fore, increases iﬁ Black enrollment'in'formerly'white schoolé accombanied by a

“

_ decline 1in qﬁroilmeﬂt in férmerly Black schools indicated that Blacks were moving )

. . N
“ . LI

to attendance areas in white neighborhoods. -

Relationship between enrollment: and sghool characteridtics In order to evaluy=

ate a desegregation plan, it 1s necessary to determine the extent of compliance
‘ : . - : . N

both ingide and outside of the school systdm. Other parts of this study focused

on ways that parents avoided compliance with the plan by moving. out of the county,

having thoir children enroll in non—public schools, or moving within the county. *
“f‘. . -A'" 4

Other methods of avoiding the intent of the plan included: academic or medical

transfers, temporary, residence with relatives, and/or misrepresentation of ad~

dress. Regardlgss of method usud, thasa yaripus parental raspanses to the deaeg—

regacion plan can be expected to be manifasted in the enrollment pattetne of

@ S
groups in similar schools. For 1nstance, 1@_32;:¢ egudenta wera gystematically
avoiding Eormer1§ Black‘%choola, thora should hdve been fewar whitg students

. . >
attending these schools tltan anticipated by tha dasegrogation plan, In the first

year of the atudy, expected anrollmanc was computed using an algorithm based on

197%T75 ‘enrallnent figures adjuaced by phe proportion of whita .and, Black pupils t‘Q-

-

L)

L]

that the plan Qrdared bused (Appendix D).

% ) ° N
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© determinging tls

During the aecond year of“thewstddy. expectad enrollment by school was com~

’

puted by meena of a projection of 1975—76 enrollment figuree adjuated by a pro=
jection baaed on the trenda enelyaﬂe i e, enrollment figures for white and ‘ ,
Black students fax 1975»76 were separately multipliéd by a conerant rep. eeent~
ing the percentage'of White and Black studenta that were projected for 1 6-77.
w4 During the third year of the study, enrollment‘totals by school f£or 1975-76,

ware aubtracted froh thoae of 1978—79. to describe overhll changes sincq the de-

eegregation plan was implemented ' :

) .
- The following variablgs were examined: ‘ '

k)
3

,é. geographical location -~ East, West, South (The eastern part of
the. county genérally contains the higher socio-economic level
white families., The South has a predominance of blue-collar
familiaes, and the West has a predominantly Black population.)

¢ »
b. former status of school - formerly white,,Bldhk'or desegregated,

c. type of school —'elementary, Jr. high or middle, .high school,

[
I :

d. whether school was exempt - exempt. non—rxempt.

: \
Means and atandard deviationa for each category of theSe variables are pro- °
N

vided. Because these categories are' not independent, multiple correlation

v

enalyses were performed to determine the relationship between the ahove variables -
and the dependent variablea aquady discuoaed. In eonducting multiple correla— ﬂ

tions ‘or multiple regression analyses, the order l‘ which the variables are

v 3

entered is crucial. Shared variance is accrued by variables entardd- into the
equation first. Logic bdsed on the primaey of factors was used as tha. basis for

n

order in which the veriebles were to be entered. The moat pri~

-~

. wary fact re,, the ones which are cauaal bu& are not. affected bytothers (geographi~
. ¥ @
cal location. type of scdhool, former atqtus). are entered first, Because the

neoeaaary assumptions could not be met, no ﬂormal*eaueal modela>Were developd‘{

r
..




however; the graphic portrayal of path analysis was used to help cinrify the re~

¢
we éfuéed rather thdf beta weigbts or path coefficients.'- ' - e R
i . . . : , :
! . ) ; . : ‘ ,

)

..liyionshipq. Because cauaal models were not being tested partial corralaCions

[

' s “. ' A
Survey bata _ ‘ . ' | B
Seven Sets of interviews were conducted during the three'years“of the study '
RN : E v :
(lable II) Because of difficulties with data sources, as explained below,
S ' - .
diffexent procedures were used in selecting the required-samples. Cos
TABLE 1I ) .
Sufvey Interviews, Conducted
X . C
o White Parents . Black Parents :
 Moved out Transfers to Moved within * - Moved within
] of county non-public county ' . county
Year I- = - X - o o o
1976-77 : S o
« Year IT X X X I S .
1979-78 - . N ;o :
Year (11 * CX o S X
197879 : ' o

R

. Qut of county moves year 1 The Jefferson County School System aupplied a
\x of 1976 but who had not enrolled g8 of Occobaru 1976. Infotmation providqd Eor

' each studenc includad name, address, birthdate, grade, school cdde, and parents'

t /

o names. A random sample of 458 students, approximately 3.2 percenc of the total, W
‘ ”
\ was ldéntified and a search of the records for each atudenc waa,oohducced. Y

O

Local school offices wera contactad for informacion about individual studonta.ﬁ

- -Many of the students were discovered to be anrollad 1n the Jeffarson County . "

School Diaurict at the time of the 1nvestigacion which roduood the eiz% of the /

" : . - ) . .}. )
o . ‘




sample. Some sﬁudénna.weré diacoéered'to be in schools othar than the one they oo

-
\

;f " vere expected to- gctend some had graduated, and others could not be located |
This procedura yielded the names of él'ﬂtudenca whoae recoed% had been sent to :d\ "

- .s%hool districts within 75 miles of Jefferaon County. .Figure 1 shows the per-

8 . . -
centage of the'sample by category. )
'kiﬁy Scill in phblic
’ school

Gradyated ..44% S ”
.' "“d.....u-nw-:\-«vh‘, .(

Moved to nearby coudtiea“'.

Traﬁqferrad to
L non-public schools

, Dr ouuQL
18.78% RS

. _ Moved over

g ' g 75 hiles

Figure L. Sampling attrition by Categorylﬁpf year 1.
N . Y . »> 'lt i " ‘

. ¥ T
) . .

The sample of 47 was further reduced-.when it was discovered that the families

of elght students continued o8 raside in Jefﬁgrson“Councy, and the'fqmilies ot

, <
e "

nine students could not be located. The remaining 30 'students represented only

. | A o
. 28 families because two sats of g8iblings w?re included., Thréedof the 28 had una'; o

W

P Y

g . : ’ . . A
li,at:ed telephone numbers. . LI o

Qut of county moves year 2 Due to Eaulty racord keeping procedures in the o
' .
Jefferson County School System, specifically the failume to maintain the school S *.

L ’

systen's. magnatic tape 1ibrary. ic was impossihle to obcain a aample similar to
K chq one ufad in the firdt yedr of ecudenta whose familiee had moved oyt of the "
. dounty, Ingtead, the sample waa obtainéd from tranacript request foxms for the

-month of September, 19?7. Requests*from schoola in” the eight aurrOUnding couptiea

of Bullitc, Hardin, Spqncer, Oldham, Clark, Iloyd and Harriaon‘yare utilized. R




v,

4

$\.

e

' ',

of

> dn. deferson CodH??>\\\\,- 5 | : |y N v

- ',‘ddp1icac1ons..and one otudent had baen pladod in the wrong pat«gory. 0f the
Y ; T T W _ . : o, e

of

-

A sampla of lll names waej:andomly selacted from thHese Eorma. * Personological -

dath far each stuydent was pbtained from, the Jofforeon County ‘Sehool System,

s <,

It wns naceematy "to. obtain tulephono numbers elther thrqugh the talaphona in-

*

form&tion service or through téiaphone diré torioa becauge tha school sysq.m "

*does not maintain teléphona nimbers fot. students at a central location. Iq

&
A . ('\ﬁ " ” - . i
.
mnny cnsea, thpqinfogmat\éL provided was not sufficient to locate a studant 8 '
. 4 o » .
Tamily through telephono information aervicos. In 42 caaea, no listing for

Ll

the aample.names could be obtained in tha locality te which- the child's trun~
agript had ‘bgen sent. ﬁ!%e-caaes had private numbers, one number had been

'&isconnected. and tSL were unavnilable théugh flve attempts to.reach the re-
spondant were mada. Thua, a totql of 45 p%rcent of the sample could not be
: »

contactod; Only two peg&ent refused to participate in the smrvey. Six per~ SR

cent of ‘the snmplo wera Black and, cherefore. were nqt utilized in the surVoy

Pwenty~ona pefcent of the sample families were not QHﬂte&~Jn the locality to

)

which the tfﬁﬁ/cript was sent, instend, they were foundllisced {n the 1978

phone directqty for Louisville-Jeffetson County, Tho}é\was no attéﬁpt to con=~ ‘
" ¥ , v [ ] . " * oo . ) -
tact this portion‘of tﬂF'bample’group bécausae it seemed'fQAﬂonable to asgume

that’these §amilies had not moved out of ébfferson County though thair child's

! 'tramﬁh-ipt ,had been sent-to an out’\-county scf\ool.f (,ompleted intarViews totaled

\ . . :
EEN . . ~ v
" . . , v P )
‘ P t
t ) - ‘1 . [ 1} . { - 9
. 2 . . K‘

Transfers to don~publig'ébhbols yeaar 2 'The list of 14,312 students enfollod

1n ‘the apring of l976 but not in, the ‘fall of 1976, provided by the district apd

.

wdascribed earlier, yieldod 86 studenta identified as attending non~pubifc aohools

LN '

The anmple of 86\\bs reduced to 83 bbcauae two etudonte on the li‘& WQre

‘-
W

«
’
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R sample of 83, two raspondonca hud unligted numbara, and two had pﬂonqa which hqd

AY

‘ , been di!connecced Anbther grouﬁ/gﬁ/zo potential red;ondents could not be located
through the telephone book ar directory apsiaCance.' Nine raapondenta ‘refused to

pnrticipata'in the_ survay. Tha,aumpkp of responaob available for analysis ¥
- . - _ ‘ ‘ ' ‘ o :
. tBtaled 50. ' S - B \ ) '

r .
N [

Trnnafers to non—public sohools year 3 As described under the section. Outy’

of county moves year 2, data for students enrolled- in the spring of 1977, who °

taileq to Q%roll in the fall of 1977 were unavaildble. The sampla was obtaiped

from trnnscript request Eorms Eor stwfenta leaving pub%ﬂc schools’ to attend

l

: nonvpublic schools in Jetﬁﬁrson County’ during the months of July~November, 1977.

4 A sample of ZﬁQ students was rnndoml elected ffom a tothl population'of 527,

b

R

Of these, 102 had, requested that tra) scripts be sent to Cathélic séhools.

Kl

- Before interviews could be conducted- it was necessary to obtain phone numbers

from’telephore, directories since this information’was not,includéd in the

“

. Y ¢ |'
school system's records. In many cases, the information provida&\on the tran- -

N :
L scripts was not.sufficient to locate a studant 8 Eumily Lhrough e@lephone infor-

s matipn and directory services. Furthermore, there ware .other factora that
o P 4o '§

B

ciusad 6«; sample to be narfrowed. A breakdown of thesg factors is provided. in.

: ' ' 'Table\III. It shows bnly 93 complete intquiew responses ware obtainéd; 51 -
4 . - . ¢

v ' v N “‘
with parents of children who had transferred to non-Catholie¢ schools and 42 with.

; 4

. D 4
parents of children-who had transferred to Catholic schools.

2 - . . " , . _ ..
- . L3 !




| . ' : 'Nodmkublic School interviews = ... - ‘f‘meaQ.Tiv"g*JF
- Yearz 3 Shmpling At:t:l;i't:ion o T 3
¢ A N6n~Cachoiic ; v Ca%ho;ic '
. ’ - . " ¢ “ °
7. Telephone number - . R, .o T
" onot dvailable o -30 , ' ST <40 - s e
. . . . - . c . . ; ’ 4 4
/ Telephone number ‘
" incotrect - o -9 .
h’ 3 N ' 4 \
.. Subject refused . ,
to reepond ' -7~ . . G
‘ - . - - . ‘
Parent already v i _ _ mroot Cot
interviewed for sibling s -3 D i =0 . ,
[} L . . ..,,._}w k
* Response terminated S . ¢
before completion , -2 " ’ " -5
C, ° . . . , ]
Total 4§triéion . =51 ' . © =56 T
. ’ N . . ]
Initial Sample ' _ ' 102 . 98
Complatad Interviews ., 3l ' ‘ 42 (
. ‘ N ! “e . " . '. . <
Within county .moves by Black students year 2 A list of all Black elementary
. . r . |
s studentd who were in the minority‘but who werae not busad, was obtained from the. ) .
g i ) . . .
Jefferson County School System. This list containgd,Z,OBS names, A sample of
170\B}ack students was randomly selacted from this population' and stratified  so ;
a8 tojgelect Black gtudents frdom each school in numbaers proportional to enroll-
ment of Blacks.in that adﬁoola Becausa of names not listed in telephone 1nformn- ' o
b\‘\ ~ ,q N ; ‘
cion aqrvices unlietad numbera, and parenta who did noc moac tha c¢riterion of
—-v———w _ '!,_ + :
hav!ng tecently moved, 4. beal of only 5% Black parents was 1nterviewed ';f o
.o S
itpin county;, move ear 3 A procad% similar to year 2 was
used in year 3. 44 anmplo of 253 student names was selectad from a list of 1,612'7
Lt . LN . /
R N ! . . "
‘ and stratified as in the previous year, Bacause of the problem of talaphogﬁ nume. '
bars that could not bellocuta% or which were unlibted, wrong or disconnagted, . ¥

] S . . ' i 8

.
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. < '
.peraona who had not moved withln tha luat five years, 32 weare. with pargonsg Who

“ had moved within the county, and Qighd'wera_with persons who had moved into |

“group were similar to thoae uaad for 1dentifying Black parents. Tha beginning @W
?“mple was smaller,’ 52, and after the: loss due to attrition from factors already

| mentioned, only ll'1ntarvieﬁ9;were,suéceﬂsfull}‘cbmplatad. ‘The type of subject -

, could not be located. =~ o )

IQueatLoﬁnairé Desigp _ ' - | B | ‘

" fluénced the.families' déciaion to move. The intervié%;gchedgle and notas on

'by a bre?touc of tha.ineﬁrqmanc on a.dozen approprifte !ﬁbjacta. ‘Aa a répult

.....

i . e

-~

..

Jafforson County from another area,

w;;hdn oounny uoves by whita ECUd&nts year” 2 Sumpling procedurae EOr this ‘

L4 B

‘

&

¢ 1

sought, white parents who had.moved to formetly Black attendance areas In order

for their child to be in t?e:minbrity and uvoid thehinconVQnienCc of buéing,

v

During the first year of the study, pqpenta of students who had moved thejr

residences out of Jefferson County were interviewed The major purpose of those
. |
[N,

{nterviews was to determine the extent to whicb)tha desegregation plan had in-
. (' ‘ *

(8

w

its development are contained in Appendix I,

°

With the exceptioh of the firat-year interviews of? nrehte who moved out of
pa

the county, all interview schedules followed the same general format with- apecific
[
qudstione altered for certain categories of paraents., The queec10nnaires ware

udminiscegmd by telaphona and transferred directly onto,coding eheets. An accom-

panying sheet of stock answars wags used to cope uniformly with refusals or re~ .

!

spondent qﬁgscions (sea Appandix F)Jgﬁrho queationnairas were davised 80 that no

more: thnn £ ftaen minutaa would be naedad foé each interview, A -half-day ses-

dion ofdtraining wag provided by an experioncadwtelephona'intetviewer follovwed

- ' ' : } * 3,
' b o - i . ""‘Q\
L t 1)8 . o ) ) ‘ ;

.;’ * N v "

\ - S o R
L " ' ) ' V
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Of this procadure, minor changas vere.made in the-eiitvey instruments. Questions R

“were included which focused on the reiationqhip becwaen‘chezdeqagrnganion plan

‘

and a parents'‘decision co'uvoid having :yeir children bused, Other quéecions

measuring attitudas were askaed in order

N AL b

0 provide a clearer piccure of. the

-reasona ‘such decisions were made by parmnta. e g

o

Soma of nhe questions uggd in the survay were : borrowed direccly and by pers s
miseion of.cha aunhore; Sources 1ncludod. cherniveraity ot Louiavilla_a Urbnn
Studien Cantar ﬂ Community Priorities and Evaluationa Survay No. 3 3:0 Fabruary,

v

l976, thq Duka University/Louia Harria Attitudes of L0uisville and Jeffaraon ' g

Louncy Litizana Toward Buging for Public Dag_ggegation, September, 1977, and

the Louisvilla.JUnior‘League 8 AgCitizen's View of Quality Education, April,
. . . \ . O 1 :

/ ' oy

197y. o o | ‘ iz

Limitationa

,

1) Although the desagragati%n plan wﬂs implemanted in the fall of 1975, the

study was not initiacad ‘until the summey of 1976. For this reason.**f‘%as not

’ 3 . ¢ - . ‘
possible to interview those parents who eitheg moved out of tha ‘county or who had-

o

their children transfel ad Eo non~-public eg&(::sprior_to 1976~77 school year, , .
. ; '

cond year of the study,

3

2) Dur!ng the
\I:

a8 4 result of the

@ interview schedule was changed

ormative evaluation of the interviews which took place aftar

¢

the first year. Changing the 'instrument resulted in a much better interview -

-

. m ~ .
schedule, but it had the disadvantage of preventing divect comparisons bgtween

the fitet and saecond year of the study. ' © A
/

{ . . N . .

3) Obtaining accurate student recorde from the achool system was quita d1f£1~
cult. At the same time that tHé desegregation plan was iﬂp‘:mented, the Louia~

~ville Indapandent School Dlutrict was mergad with tha Jafﬂer&bn County School

A

Syntam. Ag a pdrc of that procenu, hha data, proaeqning and dtudont record sy i

‘.‘
R A

] e ~ - “

. 1
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T e

tems also had to be norgad. ‘Racord keeping procedures had not baen adQQuataly

?ouonciiad to facilitate uccoesibility oé accuracy. Tho particular methoJ uaed

P -

e to keep track of studenCB did not involve aaaignment of a uniqua number for ouch
' . u ~
SPEE acudqpc, 80 nlphanumeric matching of names was nocosbary ﬂor locating’ stuﬁent
. ' N \

! ~y v ,wﬂﬁwqw\h‘( '
filke: Thia was an awkward procedure bocauso a chfnge\jn even one latter pro~

_~'. . v“ 3 n . ‘(’
) vontd\mutching. For example, Joe Smith, Joseph Smith, Joe S, Smith were
[ 4
S _ _euch uroaced separaCely even though thay might have represented one ocudent.
' (. o
X Bl

’ This cqntribuced to a high rate of sampling attrition. o . ' ' -"
;v |
S - 4) \Aa repgrted in Chapter 1I, .there were mamy differoncou between cho\7

. | Louisville and Jefferson County systaems. Merger produced additional conflict

LR

A and resulting publicity, in all probability, undermined . puplic confidence in the

schools, It was not poséible cq determine the extent to which parental decisions

1

to avoid tha school system weré influenced by this factor as opposed to the deseg«~

' regation plan ‘per se. ‘// N .
. & - N |
5) Extrapolations of- school .enrollment trends were madé To-astimate the im-

pact of transfers to non-public schools and residential moves on public school

anrollment. While the extrapolations used gdem reasanable, they are always open

N

to question because it is impoesible to 4how what would have happened if desegra-

* . , M . . i
gation had‘noc occurred, . ; ) -

v -
. o 4 ' -

"6) The- use of the case study, icadlf, posee some limitations. It is diff4i-
“-cult to infer ouuse~using thoea appnoaches and impoeoible to distinguish betwean

the impact of othor uvents that occurred simultaneoualy'yith the implementation

. -

- of the desegragation plan. Inferential methods are inappropriato in case

otudies, g0 a difﬁorent ldgic 18 required Eor distinguibhing bbcwaen important o
and trivial effect

: 4
#* . l \ X
L]
"




" .report are displayed in Appendix G.

" “ .\' ., ] CHAPTER Iv IC.- { - . 0‘ | | ) A o
‘ o . Respys
’ T : ST o
‘Tranda Data " o I .

Whit@ public school enrollment data are pteeenced in Figure 2.~‘B£rth data

.
for Jeffursow Couuty for the years 1943 through 1972 ara grouped in tWalve year
aggregates hnd graphed -opposite che corregponding sqhool yoar, e.g., 1954~65

. birth data are shown oppodite the 1971~72 schooy'year when those children. were E'ﬁg
;f ﬁchool ége The peak public school enrollment wag attained during the 1970-

: anyear and corresponded wigh the higheat number of aggregaCa birtha.

desegragacion threats in the Louisville communiey, the white public
w» ..
.anrollment began to drop gradually batween 1970-71 and 1972*73. From o

1972~ 73 td 1973~ 74, again preceding dny desegregation chreat*\ghite enrbllment wf' W

‘

began to decline at a more rgpid rate. Trends data uaad iQ this sec%&on wathe

e oW
+

.

It appeared certain dux4ng the spring“ﬁh@&aummer of 1974 'that a deaegrega— .

-

tion plah would be impleman ad Q!DSeptamber of .1974; howaver, court action de-

&

layed th actual implementation until beptember of 1975, Figure 2 raveals a

sharp decline in white enrollmeht between 3973+74 and 1974 ~75, and an evwn graan~f

dr declina between 1974-75 and 1975-76

gccreasing rdate through 197899, -

Enroll’bnt daca shown in Figure 2. were raportad for the end of tha Llxst
montaLﬁf school 1960-61 through 1978-79 with the exception of che 1975 ~76
_aghool yaar. The desegregacioh}plan vag 1mp&emonced in $eptamber 1975, and com~ |

munity raaction 1nuluded boycocte, at{

‘ R W Coe

L . [Ye i . . .
w , hE , 4
o ¢ [ :
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4,

. .;. . | | | \

a

¢,

. . - v s . .
(third month) figure, d4nd it is used in this report. Additiopally, interviews

with school system officials ¢Berlin, 1977; Doyle, 1977; Espin, 1977) lead to
l * the conclusion that the end of the quarter’ figure was artificially depressed by 0.
; 4 A - .
f é.r‘ . ‘1 . i - B -

2,500 -to 3,000 students, Information from those interviews can be gsummarized as ,

%

»

follows: 1) an estimated 2,000 students who would have ordinarily enrolled dur+

Ing the fall quarter waited until after the begloning of the winter quarter be-

cause of the boycott action -and other community unrest; 2) truancy cases adjudi-

v

cated in the courts during 1975~76 were 8Q0 more than during a normal’ year; and
. 3) although precise figures are nhot available& it appdared‘that many etudents
| who became aixteen during thé summer and fall of 1975 did not return to school
The dropout rate for grades 7-12 reported by the school system did increase from -

3.8 percent in 1974~75 to 5.9 percent Iin 1975~76 (Jeffersom County Public Schools,

3 . . \l’
July, 1976). : , o : \ '

Y

It is obvious from the preceding analysis that a decline in white public ' i

school enrollmed( tool - place and that a portion of the decline was attributable

. A}

: -.to the declining birthrate. The eharp declines noted in l974 and-again 1in 1975 o

‘were\correlated in Limecwith significanx desegregation events and required fur-

¢

‘-ther analygis. -~ A::z ' 1?."°ﬁ4..,' | | ' o o

Non~public school enrollment datalfdr the‘years l965~66 through 97879 are

presented in rigure 3.” No ethnic bredkdown of n0n~public echool data is avail-

)

1\

; ) .
. able.. However, ‘officials of the Catholic school eystem escimace th?t he Black

‘:enrOleent in that system haa haver exdeeded five percept (Dumeyer 197 , 1979)
L "
K .In chis arudy, ic is assumed that other non~publie schoola in Jeffereon County

ﬂlenvoll uu even smaller percentagm-of Black 9tudents.‘”_ 'j . fdﬁ o : | i

Nonupubfﬁc school enrollment was on the decline until ‘the school year l974~

I

'”}_'nzs (ama ﬂigure 3) Trom the 1965~66 total of 46,165 atudantg“to the l973~7&

Lo,
. lde
Y
LAY




LR ¢ o v -t T g e
\ ' . : o
.« # total of 25}718 stqdbnéz,‘nOn-public dchoql anzollment declined by 20,447, Con~ |
| sistenﬁ\with the m;t:ior%al trend, parochial schools in Jeffarson County were ex-— J .
. ” ' - é)
. o i , R \
Studants ' to ' ' '
(1000's) N
L o . | | 50
- v 49 4. T , , E . T 49
48» T ' . R . K ‘ . *-48
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44 1 1 44
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school 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 °74 75 76 .77 78
Year 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 97.78 79
R ’: y - | . » , o
FMgure 3, Jeafferson County noﬁ~pgblic'an:ollme t 5*
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“periencihg losgses in enrollment, An article 1n the local newspaper ( ougiérw Y
Journnl 28 May 1973) commanted,gp the plight of private schoola in 1973. Tha
axcicla reported that thquentucky\Home School for girls had maﬁged with Louia~"

ville GOuncry Day for boys. The Kantucky Military Inatituce, one oﬁ the oldeac

privath military prep schoolé in the‘pacion, became coedupaéidnnl in 1971 1in an

attemppt to keep  its éampué open, 'but was finally forcad to clese in 1973, And e

[4 D

finally, the Collegiate School ﬁor girls decide%ifo accept malea in the fdll of

ﬂ

1973, ) : | »
On July 23, 1974, Jﬁdge James Gordon by mandate of the-U.8. Sixth Circuit ~ . +°~
Court in Cincinnati, ordered merger of the Louisville and Jefferson County Schogl

R - N \‘, :‘ ° 14 T
Districta and the implemantation of a Qesegregation plan beginning Sepdember L974,
{

Although the plan did not attually go into effact until the following school year, "
I

' the downward/trend in non-public school enrollment which had begun as early jas
1965-66, sharply ‘revarsed in the 1974-75 BchOol year following the initial threat

of desegregation. Enrollment in non~public gthools increasad by 2, 127 studencs

4

in the 1974475.school year following the desegregation "acare;" gains of!approxi- g

y mateiy 2,500 students ware reﬁistered'ln 1975-76; the first yéar of the' desegre-

gation plan, and dgain in 1976—77 The'rnte of incrgaae slowed slightly in 1977-
78 with an dénrollment gain of,il, OS7L In 1978-79, non-public school/é;rollment

! ¢ . e .

decreased by 765 students. " o ’

—

_ The l97Z—75 enrollment ihcreases in Aon~pubiic'schoola occurrad primarily in "
ﬁ 5‘Catholic schools. Later increagasn warqzevidaéced mainly in other non~public R

schools (Table IV). The Afcﬁbishop of the Archdiocese of Louisville, Thomas J. -

B McDonﬁugh issued a astatemant on February 27, 1974, in which he laid down strin-

\

gen; guidelines for the udmiesiotfof students to the Catholic schools., A ieaf-

figﬁation of the statament was issued on February 12, 1975 (see Appandix I)

",

%
] \ '

Y

.
s

r . N ‘ . .
1, TR T T T I L A T T T T TV T YT T U T R [




. : . ) ! . ’ I3
] ] Q‘).‘ v @ . [N

rhasa scacamenca by tha Archbishop were apparently aomewhac aucceqpﬂul.in prew

1

vanting the Catholic sghools fgpm bacnming a haven (or parenca and children avoid- +,

. . o T
ing_ﬂeﬂagregation. . o - f . '
“ -~ | S, - UTABLETV ‘ . ‘ |
R Enroliment in Non-Public Schools L T

School - : o

Year Catholic * * Nou=Catholic - . Total .

§ R . :
7374 « 23,430 2,288 25,718 .
7475 25,209 2,706 - 27,015 " o
75-76 ‘ﬂﬁﬁssa ' 4,776 30,329 .
| P . ,
76-77 26,049 . 6,895 32,964
‘ . [ ) r

77-78 26,266 - 7,725 33,991
78-719 26,116 ' 7,110 ,

"l

area has occurred. Private schools which were on cha verge of closing in the

[-3
»

early 1970 8, were turning applicants Khay in 1977 (Courier—JourAal 26 March

o

1977). - . o -
" ) | « w
Further aualysis of non-pubjic school enrollment required an extrapolation of

kA

the dncd,beginning with the 1974-75 school year.. This extrapolation is shown a8

axpected in Figure'3. The extrapolation was obtained by projecting the’non-pub-
’ L I

1ic school enrollment along the trend line which had been establishied prior to
the first daeegraggtion avent, i.e., the threat of a desegregation order in
Jafferson County in the spring and summer of'1974. The sharp gain in non-publie

school enrollment correlated in time with this £irst desagregation event.




d
!

Table v shows expected snd aqtual anrollmsnt and the difference batwaan cha

Jefferson County Non~Publ

()

" two fot the years 1973—76 through 1978-79

TABLE

v

X i/hool Enrollment Sy

/

'

s a,

jgg;;i' Actual ' Bxgected ' Difference
L L2 25,718 25,718 \
7475 27,915 24,900 M 3, 015 ,
75-76 30,329 ° 24,200 | \\ iz 129 | ' =
- 76277 . 32,944 23,600 9,-3_1‘.4 o
77-78 33,991 23,100 10,801 ®
78-79 33,226 2’%2',700 10,526 o

[

The difference column estimates the number of students attending non-public

schools who might not have attended in the abgence of a desegregation order. !

_ These data show that many parents in Jefferson County transferred qheir children

.rate, and beginning in 1974, Che transfer of students to non-public schools. S

to non-public schools at the same time that the desegregation plan was implemen-
y s

"ted.” _ - J : -

!

The declining public school enrollment was a function of a declining birth '

Further» analysis o@ the enrollmsnt data was conducted to estimate the effscts of

out-migkation _ ' o , e

Figure 4 preaents total white enrollment (public and non~public) by treating 4

'&
~

the non-public dchool enrollment as an asesntially white. pOpulation and combining
0‘

it with the public school enrollmonc. Thus, an spproximate total white enxotﬁ“

ment in Jefferson Cédunty schools Erom 1965~ 66 through 1978~79 is repraaentod. In

ndd :lon, Figure‘al"tludss the white aggregata birth dnts for 1948«59 through

o

. A .
RN




| 1961~72. - The peak in wotal whmne anrollment was attained 1u°1969~70, ona year 7

N baforeimha penk fa both aggragata\birtha and public schoo? enrollment. From
e '
, l969~70 through l9 4*75, tha total white enrollment declined and roughly paral~

X S leled tha dac%in aggregate births A Sharp drop was recorded 1n L975—76,

4 ¢

- coincident with the firsc year of deaegregation. The declina concinued in l976~'

77 through 1978~79 at a slowetr rate. As previously Qotad, tha t975 76 gﬁroll~ "

) .
. ’ H Y
\ . .

Memeae ‘g3 oz oy 3 3 8.8 508 § 8 & N
rrh Yaars ) U T SR 1 Cd ' T o
o 2 2 83 88 3 %8 5d &8 3
. ] ' | L L | i . = : L Ll . : d Py
Students | - ' L. ‘L o b ] ' T
(woo's) | ., - o L
160 + _ : | - 1160
B « R » . ;""‘-‘_l/ .J‘. : V ) :.‘
:, 15 1 Aggregata ’ 155.°
v Births . ’ ) |
. 150 } +150
145 1 Total ‘ s
S ‘White. Enrollméht ‘ &
. - W0. +° ‘ 140
'A;k\ -
135 4 -138
, : i
, i -
130 + o 130
SRSV & 125
12+ 1120 -
115 e T
110 e N oy e — T,
' 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 ;4 78 76 77 78 ,
" S8chool Yaar 66 .67, 68 69 70 1 72 713 714 75 76 77; 78 79 L

. Pigure 4. White éggregaﬁa,birﬁhaxand tocnl.whité anto)lmant
5 A . “ [}
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manbwasf pi'obably urcq,fiztcqulx debmaeed because many st:udencq failed to enroll .
P ) i ht : ! 1 . “
o in tha pub},ic aehoola lmt!:y 1 qﬁtar the end, of the first. qu}rter ,,whqm theé‘eu d,ata o
- » . RV | :

. 44' . - \E .o N , "
A T Mt * ' . e o AT
* o were collected. e o " a N - : \'g N

. S

h‘
,. A [ M o
3 G’eflected in F‘igurﬁs j."and 5,. Two circumstancea may, have baen relatad to that ST V.'
' "o ;i' ) »'5 ’ ~ oo :

¢ -
declina. w‘iratz, thq qavibd was one of civi]. tig.hts act:iviam and conaidembly, P
. . o \
. o0 . . G 0
s mvess in .urbpn m‘&m throughouc the nat:,ion "‘“\Id Louiaville, open housimg, advp-u T,
“ \ ,,' " . Vot 4 - . N'., R ’
- cataa ‘and opponantra demon@rdtadbin the spxing mp&aummaraof 1967 Dr Mqrtin et ‘7’
. L

Luther King, - qr 16& a dhmonst:racfbn on Mqrch 30 19}7,&(C9urigk-~loux’nal, 31 "

. . An unubual dﬁclj,;m l\&bta‘l wh;te enro].lment for tzhe 1968-69 school yeax 1;’3 “5 ‘

,n

. « ¥ 7]

[ Maﬁch 1967) _the, Loﬁ,iavule Board -of -Alderman })aased an open housing’ ord'inance : R

3n Sep.l‘mmng LZ &967 (Cburier—Joumal 13 Sep{qmber 1967) Second duu che

‘ /' - riair)y/ﬁ;(thraeej bot:h Rublic a@& not‘l»—publm’)schools were ovércfowded during ‘
'&, *'thi; pm:io‘d ﬂr' Doubl.e seasions were being usad in ma‘xy 3effetaon Count:y schools.

-_-_'I‘he (:;tholic s;choole h.nd diacontinued‘ first graée in 1967 which placed an .

additional bt;rdeﬂ on botl\ t:he Louisville and,, }eﬂ"farson County syetema. . These .

(.

. gfm.tors may hama cqntributed to a one year acn»]!’e‘?}:tibh of white out—migrati,pn.. R
. ) M N VAV I '
. | Addi;ipnal ana]:yé;ts of the trend in t9tal white e“\ll%ﬂpg_ in’ Jefferson/ o i
e v o y v OBy
’ , County was poeaibl,e when ﬁ‘haae same data were displayed in I‘igure 5 Thia" grdph RO
A < f\;f" oo
L shows t;otal white é}gnt'olmmant as a percancage df aggregate births Eor the’ yaars " , k '
‘ e LA S ju 3

1965 66 th”"“gh 487g-19.. Aﬁso. for the yemrs’ }975-76 through 197B~79, an axp.ec~ oA

u. _ “n - - Yo
tm} total whica enrollment as a parcent433 of aggregato births is rapresented. ,-_,4‘ e
,xhe expected total whiue enrollment was dacar:minew‘ chrough an tmtrapolacigp og

4 . " wy, l

. t:ha de&lina whicb( had begun}g iﬁ 1967q'~ 'I‘he QQc‘:line was incremmﬂ:ed by .15 ﬁ’er-— T,‘.'." R

Vo
0“ )

0..-‘

Rent fé‘lﬂ each year, 1975 thiough J‘978 v _ L - S

) p, 5)( AR v S . i 'r ! . . ‘ " : :(

[ /-_'

l’he data pmamwed Loncerning t:ot:al white anrbllmerut: jndicate that loeaes of

‘ .\l "

L. whita ‘studeinta- began 1n ,}effewon Count:y much earlier than cl’te advom: oﬁ’ the dqm
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: I‘igura 5, Jefferson Cotmt?y um;ai }Jhit:e emrollmant: as a percentage of.

/ « : —_— aggmgatybirths 1965-66." ~ 1978~79 ; ‘s
“.-‘"’." ' » h \ ot v
0 ". . ’ . K \ - I " v . M
. / segmgation in 1%5. 'I.‘otzal whi;:a enrol ent as a pargaentage oﬁ aggi:agata births,
D& ‘4
_ »" was . prpmximm:ely 95 percan-c 1n the achpol yeara 1965--66 1966-67, and 1967-68
9‘ . Frmn ghat: %oint, tlmworcantago baga;\ to declixm at a alowly accalaruting rate
| oo W\mc:u. 1.975«7’6, tha ffd\mc yaar qﬁ daaegraganion, whan t:hera wad a. parcipicoua
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. o g " Y
A ;’ Using t:he parcancnsa of a,ggregata birtlw which could hava lwm qxgwcod had i
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A lerc‘beaﬂp« 16 - credegregation plrm (see Figwo §), as wall us the . actéal pomonc&
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¥ | . . Comparison of Accanl with N S
. v , Expected Total Whice,Lnrollmanc L Q&

]

School  Aggregate 'ExpdCtpd o ' Actual ‘ . S
Nedr Bfhche o IWE A JTHEL % .. Difference A

75-76 ' 142,504 ° 126,645  88.81 122,410 @ 85.84 4,235 . 2,97

! ) i .
- 76-77 139,816 122,150 . 87,36 120,193 - 85.96 ~1,957 »1440

. - ’

17-18 136,706 ' 117,239 skc76 116,132 ' 84.95  =1,107 - .81

B9 L7 LLL03 sh0L 130,808 83.84  -200. - .17
' . . | |. . , . v "&

v . ’ .
A .
whe public school onroleent for 1975~76"wilk artificiully depressed aa px~’

plained earlier in’ this chapter (aaa page é7) \Th‘retore, the difference shown
' AL ' “ b
for- the schpol year 1975 76, is probably inflated by about 2, 500 to. 3, 000 stu— ,

> . . v m S N
dentﬂo o - . . ’ R ton ' . \ "./ . . . . e

N .

Total public school anrollment fignres for the alght»count;ieeO three in

aouthern lndiana. and Eivé 1in Kentucky, contiguous with Jefferson County are \

pre&ancad in Figure 6. County by councy datd .and a | map, of ;he araea. gfe in- Coe

cluded in Appandix J. - The enrollment gain in the aight conciguoue Q%QHCiGE was

io 3 887 from 1974~ 75 to l978 79, The -gain 1in enrollment accnlaxacnd in 1975 co- "

oo incidenc with the first year of *esegregation, qnd continuéd through &977~78 _ ;8

Enrollmant stabilized in 1978-79, showing an lncreas% of only three students.

q

\These data tend to validate thé trends information concarning expected and ac~\ .

. Cual cOcal whita membership in Jqfferson County preapnted earliar, .,
'

An analysis of tho relatiqpshlp between school enrollmenﬁ and birth data

mada it possible td eetimare longas of whita,studantm attribucable to ncceler~ .
ated ouummignqtion. ocher gources confirm the axiecanca of a pantérnib€'60t~' ‘ }
/
. I |
' migration which was causlng the school age population- in JQ&ﬂerson County to . i\
dﬁwlina. ! . o . . ( ‘e . ) _“‘” | »
Y P l\ \ ® “‘ “ _} b ."\ . v ' !
e .ﬁ Brockway (1977) prepared nat migration astimates for Jeffarson Cbunty for . ’
L b | , o .
“ e ‘ .

Y ! » ' . ’
i ke B a s ine s ke i a e v ko Ak i it b A e
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/ Figure 6,‘ ?ubiﬁc sch&lé&nrollmant Gradag 1 = 12; eight countiaes '
» . contiguous to Jafferson County, Kentucky 4 !

1960 through 1975. Tha estimates show (see Appendix A) that the net effact of

in 4o ouc-migrucion was impiﬁtihg nagatiyely on the number of schoql agaoghild- -' .

ran résiding in Jeffarson County}. Of coursa,\the rising birthrate caused 'the

‘

Pactual number of ééhool~aga children to increase until 1969 (see Figura 4),

] ~

Aftar 1970, the daclifing birthrate and the continuation of net migration
. o S . o
losaes combined to bring about a decline fn the school~age population.

i

-“Buroau of chr Census raports dstimate that JoffarmonnCouﬁty'ivpopulation

LY

Censis Bureau). Mora significant for his study i the estimpte ciat the uhdat
- ‘ ’,-.“ [ 4 rooon 4 . .

s ' 4 AT

[+ ross from 695,055 in 1970 to 703,400 %{ 1973, bur fall to 691,700%in 1976 (U.S.




+

[ % !

-~ .aga 18 populuéiqp fall" from 247,297 in 1970 to 216,040 in 1973 (aaa Appendix ﬁ)

/
The trenda dyta suggaac that relutively faw fumiline left tha councy ug a '

L

raaction to duaagragation. Thera wag an aacaloratad 1088 of white aCudenta

>} -,

during 1975 1976 and l977, howevmr. b% L978, the total white enrollman; in

\

Jaftarson Coulty, public. and nonnpublio combinad y wasg approximutely what 1t

would have baeen had there been ro desegregation event. This means that the
dramatic loss of white enrollment in the publia achools, 33,549 students be-
tween 1973 hnd 1978, ia.exgluinad hy tranafera“uf non-public Bschqola, a duélining'

birthra.te.\xnd art on- going pm.purn of out~migration. - . ¢ ? .
8¢ trangeriptes

hen attempts were mhde to locate the fumilrhn of studanta who

I

had been sant to othbr school, districts, mnny could not ‘ba located and there

werao indicd;ioﬁs that some cdncinuod to rcaida in Jeffaraon County. Therefore,

» PN

@abimutes pt the accelernted rite of out-migratfion which occurred from 1975

through 1977 may be, overstated: ‘ L , N .
. . o~ - .
i . a . \
School'SpecifiCQQutu : -
) : oo

- Thraughout the three years of thé ftudy, enrollment data was aollacted

. for bothe'lndividual schools and the gystém as a whole, ‘Ih the fall of l97§k

' (
enrollment data Qha collected‘as-of Qctober 13 for individual schools and as of

’
?

Novamber 30 for tha gystem as a whole. On Octoﬁer 15, whfce anrollment was

87,145 and Black enrollmgnc\wna 23, 490. Theua figures are conuidarnbly lower

@

" than those collaﬁﬁad at ch and of November whieh showad a white student enroll-

ment of 92,081 and 2545;4 for Black students. This was caused by the fact that

t

deTﬁg“?he first year of desegregation, raesistance to the desegregation plan

" manifested By the withholding of students from school and concern for the safe-

ty of children*was greatest. As each week pussed, more students werg enrolled.,

. ¢ ¢ :
The gacond factor which may have cauged the discrepancy concerns the record-

kua&¢6g'proemdurem used in Jeffardon’County, Data ‘roceived from diffarant \
) - ¥ S { : !

1 ih (A
\ , . et

A




QO

N ,é

sourcaes within tha school system for the same ‘sets of schools are often 1ncon~.

aibtent. Theé merger of the two school eyscepa raquired Lhe merger of. atudanc

‘l

data files and,for a aystem as. large as Jeﬂferson County, chia Was an enormous

k

L .

and complex process. Data colleotion problems were partlcularly noticaable

during thd’%irsg year of desegregation in 1975. \_n o

Change in white student enrollment Gédgraphical location was based on the

. '0

:'s'

Lategoriea uuad by lmcal real estate sales companies. The 1ntenti0n wag not to

- -

- divide the county into equal geographical saction but racher to divide the coun-

A

ty. &Lcording to approximate socio—economic/cultural dfvisiong baaed on th& tra»

- ditional divisions made by thoaa'whq live in Jefferson County. The East 19 con-

aiderod to' be wealthier, upper middle %lass and white; the South blue*collar,“

v
1

A

\

lower middle class white; and the West 18 the section of tha county that i1s

mostly Black. There 1g no caCegory for the northern part of the county bGCause
B ~ .

o

it 13 blocked by the Ohio River. There has beén the general belief in the coun-

xty, that the form of thx response Eb;Buaing wag related to the geographic area.

. » . - .
‘Cartainly the greatest amount of publicized protest in opposition to busing

X

occurred in the southern part of the county. -
\

', | N -~

»
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I’_b';ls
o . G 'J'TABLB VIl . |
o ) h - “ _"\
" Changea in, White, Enrollment- Bv Type of School o
L and, Geographical Location’ S D
(/ co ©7 from 0ct3ber 1975 to Octqbcr‘}978 ny ‘ -y
. l , ’ % ) ’ i“ . ’;. - v . LAY
. Elamentavy . Jro ﬁ&gh* High . Tot@Eﬁ '
‘ School Widdle Schobl - Fehool . . [ W -
3 k97 . =1,268 ~b,54h 7 =3, 315 : -
. M 99,y -158. e328 74
¢ South gy, 110 133 - 194 188 S
N 50 8 . 14 12 o
3 ~1,41% S 467 . T -1,780. -3,661 - ‘
M -30 67 396 . =89 S
J : x L
Bast o, 90 . 148 342 176 - -
N 8 5 .7 6 4] S
e g ~779 . =521 1,638 338 o
M ~41 _ ~86 ¢ 327. - .1 . S
Weaf sp . 95 . 155 297 o 207 e
1/’// 'y 4 19 L - 30 Jﬁ;‘-
5 -1,696. =7,256 ~4,686 . 8,638 -- R
| M . -17 b-107 ~187 60 £ s
Total g 105 o143 359 91 -
N .97 | 21 2 143 | |
Notes: 1) S - Sum or net chaﬁge 3) SD - Standard deviations . . ‘
2) M - Mean - 4) N~ Number of schools, -
, \ "

, ~'?‘._.‘ '
As can be seen in Table VII, white enrollment has declinad in aveny area an

the western part of the county The incranse in white enrollmenc in“that part Nn‘i{'k "f

of the city took place exclusively in high schools. This may have been thq ve~u ¥

¢ N
. sult of whita /students volunceering to be bused to formerly " Black schoola, and

; che Tact that enrollment figures were deprassed i the fall of 1975, bacaugpe {fi f; i

s ’:.':-f‘,:
parents hesitated to send their'lm&ldren to achool during the firat month of the L

/

tmplementacion of school desegreganion.

‘(‘




- " TABLE vxxm . 3;, L
: k.
o K Changea in White: Enrollmenc by Typm of School Y
S R 7L dng Pormer Status | - ¢ ‘. . LT
. . “from - Ochobet 1975 to Occober l978 ,”f~ ' ﬂ“*:
. Former _ a=Elem¢ncary Jro High High o Tdtal IR
. Status = School .. *. Mid@&g_&ch001 8¢hool . ;
‘ § =959 T~ L9224 w6, 148 . 7,562
: : dhiee L wlb 92 LV =342 7T 80
> . White gp 90 162, . .23 . 178
N, 0 v g 18 95 .
g =458 o 2‘617'2 T L, 74k 297 ,
Mo -26 “224 349 ¢ 54 K
Black gn 92 ¢ 37 287 - ... 210 ;
S V. 3 S 2k '
_ g =279 o T -660 .0 -282. =2,373 e
oM a2 -82 Co=l4L «99 - -
Deseg gp ~* .. - 201 132 B YU 189 Co
DL 10 B = 2 24
TS e, 606 R 3G ST 4,686 =8, 63 S
e MD TS YA ~107 / + =187 0
‘ - Total gp . '1.,85 UM 143 359 v 191
SRR Ty A 21 25 143,
Voo EREy R , ’Q _ ' e
v ."” Tablé ViII further supports the findings reported in Table YIf White GCu~

.
- "

dent eqxollment. in gen@ral, daclined except‘in formarly Blaﬁ} high schoola.

B Whila thﬁré _were: five high achools listed ag bdth formerly Black and as being 1n

-~

'ff; tha qﬁacerﬁ aéption oﬂ tha county, they were not'the wame fiva schoole. -One

‘

A form#tly Black a¢hool wdaﬁuqfined as eastern and one~westerq high school was de~

'ﬁ{m_ | f: fin?d .as former%y daaeg:egaced. T .

L V" Raferriﬁggagain tg %@ble VI, elementary achools in the soyth part aIdo ahowed

a 1ighb gainfbatweenéﬂ975 and 19%8. Thi? was patsibly the result of dﬁpreaaad

g & rollmant in these scho¢1s*in the fall of 1975. Paronts, part{nularly tn

4 ..

v~outh“$e§£praqn cOuﬁcy. kepc uhair children out of achool durtng chat falr" S~

Ch ,'«cauaa &he? oppouaq the desegregnuion plan amnd feared ﬂor their childran d
.' . 7 :X‘ . Vv K R - . $ .
e safecy. 3 xy”_« i .}‘ ;¢ | .
' My 7'. ; ~
S o ."“ ,'1
“' .. ! .’ \‘ . ‘ -
L _— N ) 3
o N A ' o .“ s !
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3 - School~Interaction - -

ol AR CAS L LM SO i W A
i 3 ; A .:’ ' 1::’4' ; Co "‘.‘: N
; . b ' ! g 0 K] R
.’:’l \~ . '?-‘ : - ‘.’. “ ) \ =
S ; ' X .
Lo T ? -
. "." ?- . ‘." TABLE IX o Y
: r- ﬂﬁ‘ ' ._” ) ’ 4 l ' -,
oy Chang W in”Whi 4 Enrollment by Type of School . .
e f#land Exempt Status .
." Q from 0 ober: 1975 to Octobar 1978
ﬁiype-of : ‘Exempt Noquxempt , Total
-School - o ¢ - ) L ' '
R T I 1 ~1,697 - - . -1,696
_ . M -0 ~21 . «17
| | Hlememtary gp gy 86 105
. ) * ' N Loy 16 8L ) 97
kR o S S =700 ~1,556 ~2,256
Jr, High/ M =100 . ~111 -107
Middle SD 169 135 143
N 1 14 21
'S -1,329 -3,357 ~4 ,686
. High M .-166 ~197 -187°
School SD 319 385 " 359
. y N -8 17_, 25
5 -2,028 " <6,610 8,638
M =65 ~59 ~60 ©
Total SD 223 183 - 191 :
N 31 112 143 |
‘\.‘ " v :
Table'[x;indicates that whfte enrollment declined at about the same rate for.
both exempt and non-exempt 5unior high/middle and high schools, 1In elémentary
schools,  there was no decline. '
TABLE X
\\ ‘ Factors Affecting White Enrollment Décline
\ Variable o R . &%
WV Y Geographical Locdtion «19 04
\ Former Status .28 .07
i .
! . . . a
. Voo Type of School 46 019
-* ‘\" . ’ . ..
) _ Whather Schooiﬂ}d'Ekempt b W 19 '
'\\ ! \\' Former Statug by Typa.bf o7l ;450\ %,




An individuAl axamjnation oﬂ -agch of ‘the pravioualy mantioned factora couduccad i
by comparing net change among groupp of schools 18 unaatisﬁactory because variability '
and intercorrelation among van¢ablea are not taken into consideration. In order to

*account for thasa two factors, a mulciple ragreasion analysis wasa compuced fhe;'
. .

D

regulta’ are presanced.in Table X. The path analysis shown in Figure 7 pﬂhsenca"

T a mora'gféphic description of the data presented in Tabla X. Geographic loca-
*p
tion, former status, type of school all are relatad to changa in white earoll-

l

ment from 1¥/5 to 1978, but the strongest relationship wag with the former status ',

+
v

’By type of f{school interaction. ThislinCennction resulted from tha increase in
. ' - - » . ".V

white enrollment in formerly Black high schools in contrast to all other schools ?

whare white enrollment declined. ~Whether or not a school wag exempt did not

emerge as an important factor.

} A
NQWhether "
School is
Exempt”

{
.| Geographical
Location

— e —ed

Changes in
White ~
Enrollment ,
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e it oL A e

. b ’ . .
- . . . .

o ~.Tha résulq‘ of thae analyais of the‘effeccSFOE distance bused:are poc.ihclud~

v

ad. Using tha school as che unit of analysis, it 1is not posaibla to a¢curately

, measure this factor. For each form#rly Black school to which whita scud?ncs abe' ’

v
5“- bused, there are several cluster schools. Tha discance'a'whice child 19 bused

a " ¢ - . .
%' . to a particular school varias’ dapanding on how close the home school is to the ' o
o L | ' L

bused achool and how farlshe child must be bused to get to cha school. , re- oy “Qﬁfu%%

‘ ; \;, .., Il 4\"7% 11 ‘-'(&' M“l 'Q'“ n"\:\‘ “ ‘?‘;9,\.," \‘é';

fore, to study distance bused, it would ba necessary to axam:&tgmw 47 W TR

Ry hqu ;
?ividual child is bused rather than dfbtancea betwaqp“s%go§ﬁ§’$1h;c;‘”v%&w_ﬁ;*mgéﬁ

_ -1?.\ _
daclina in Black enrollment iu fqrmerly Black and “an increase fﬁ’fmrmerly théB le
r ? 4

. .l) I
Nl
u,s }

e

schools, The dacline in Black enrollment in formerly Black sChodls oc¢urra¢ ?
i .(\ Q
{

' acroaa all types of schools In the oase of forme%ly ﬁasegrbgated achools, howh ﬁr f% g’

v ‘ever, the decline was ma;nly in junior high and. middle échqola. Biack enrom&ment .?
- in Eqrmérly whité 'scheols increased &crbqg all typeﬂ‘of'schébLSq R ‘. BT
. 4‘ ! ) N .

.- -~ .

TABLE XI - N A
A ] . . - . ! _
Changes in Black Enrollment by Type of School
' .and Former Status
A from October 1975 to éptobnr 1978 ' LA iy
, ] Y -8 ) . . . '
Formar Elemeutary i Jv. High ° 3 High Total s
Status Sc¢hool Widdle School School . ' Q
. $ 2,505, A ¥ A 2,843 - & . o« S
R . L3 T 17 19 ¢ .30 '
White gp 28 b4 84 46
. N 70 10 18 9 ,
oo, 8 ~624 .~203 =334, 972
.M -37" ~68 ~67 wh .
Black gy 133 8 131 ;125 .
i ?N “ o~ lz 3 \ " 5 24 A PRt
. s 189 2152 2109 W
M 19 ~25 5% . =39 ;
~  Daseg 8B/, 48 4l ~18 52:. .
e N 10 8 B L
e s 070 ~3§0 110 1,800
'r M * . 21 "‘18 . b ¢ (‘ ]J3 " R 4
, otal gp - V67 45 9% ' 71 : |
. LN 97 - 21 25 4 1F Y .
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3,'w?,' Tha ggﬁrawaﬂ imxﬁlac& anrollmanc in high schools occurred mainly in schools in
e ORI i s
Lpo i . !

'%%3%' 5 Phq aoucharn part nf the county as did most of the increase in elementary

i W ,‘ v S.,,y S ,, A

:&fﬁ;“ L sdhool ﬁnro%lment. nha»overall ihcrease 3& Black enrollment occurred mainiy .
‘? ! \,1‘. "‘.1:"], '. AR M\
f,'@ﬁ wM\elewantary schools wich middIe and junior hiqw schools showing a decline
TN 5
P ‘f'vx.‘j '/ («' .
oo whiia high schools dlowed ‘only a slight increass” (see Table XII). a
O B i '
R AL AN . e R . -
:Avf;\\. ‘r ‘: \J!JSI'] ’ . . .” 1..', : ’.
A Vo e A TABLE XII
‘. _ Wk .o > .
L A ' Chpngta 1o Black Enrollment by Type of School
\ﬁjl ?- - and” Geographical Locatio
ﬁ{l ' R from Occober 1975 to October 1978
5 {‘@ : _;f' . Elamentary’ N Jr, High High L. Total - X
RN  ___School . Middle School School , ‘
. A . 2,367 " ~150 352 2,569
X S v T47 e . -19 .25 36
' South gy, 39 L 12 .95 57
' SN N 50 : 8 L4 72
B . /5/ - 775 . 52 ~94 733 .
BN (E/ | * 28 . 7 -16 - 18 oo
: Rast gp 25 - 56 68 42 v
‘. N 28 L 7 ‘6 41 S
\ G v -1,072 -282 -148 ~1,502 :
' M -56 L =47 ~%9 ~50 - ,
West gop 102 | 34 - 130 9% ..
y N 19 . ab ‘5 30
' S 2,070 L =380 110 1,800
.M il - -18 SR S &
Total gp 67 s, 96, T .om
N ‘ 97 = ', 2 25 a3
. ‘ ; L
t : - e e e s 25
Wheéﬁer'dh'élementary'school'was exempt had no effécﬁ qn Black'student enroll;
g . )
®» . vk
ment. In high gchool’ ;he axempt. status of a school had a large effecc with
exempt high 8chools showiné a large incraasa and non~exampt schools showing a
dacline (see rable XIII). . S
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wet:e reJQat:ed to Black éfudent am:ollmeﬂ& when ;4
/

'canadusly “ Using t:his approach, sharect &)

v .
~ ) . oot o
b TABIQB XTIt : )
Changes in Black Enrollment by Type of School
and Exempt Status : - K
. — from Octobar 1975 to October 1978
. . ‘{1 . L
Typa of ‘ Exempt B Non-Exampt Total -~
§chodl o ' : ' &
- .8 283 1,787 c 2,070 . » .
oM 18 27 O ‘
Elementary gp bh * v Wl Y '
N 16 81 97 =
- 8 -~200 -180 ' =380 .
Jr. High/ M «29 ; 13 <18
Middle SD 34 50 .45
’ ‘ T ' Bt 21
o ALY © =432 119
G High "' 68, - . =25 . A
7 Sehoolfls D 100 - 8L - 96
pa 8 | 17 25

‘ 625 1,175 1,800
: 20 10 13 -
Total . 68 72 71

~

o

AR R BT AR T g oY O

b4

. . \t _ 112 . 143

Mult;Lple correlation @nalysis was then used to determine how tha Eactors

\
e

m:t:ors wera considered simul- ‘
.'?-

,l.“umms to the variables placeg

My ‘1!

' K ’ & s;,,‘
int:o the regression ,pmmt:ion first:. T

1

) ER%
, affactiag ﬁ}aqk stmvent\ am'ollmamt is gam\‘aphical location. &
_ ! ™ e - .. A
) L N f ' S . o ’/ "6'“ . S ’ -

L ~71 TABLE XIV

B’acm}'s Affacng Black St:ud&nt Enrollment

Variable B et e &2 L e
] . °‘ ' “ ' “ p .
Gaographic Location ' a7 ‘. ,22'.
& 4 o . . ‘ !
- Formar Statua - Y L Wp2 ;
w - . »
Type 6f School . 350 v 425 .
. Whether Schapl is Exempt * .52 " .27
Fbrmer Status by Type, of - 54 PO 29
School Interaction o 1, )
a ‘ N ' g . ‘ ‘ .
* X, ! o
: AL 4 . j\‘
. /" .\Q"‘ ". N o
T o T R R 2 N T T O T T T T T T T I




-ll . . 2

o ~ The éach analyaia‘in Figuré 8_prov1dea a more Qraphic description of the rala;
t:_icmehip batween the factqra. If Epmar‘atat:us were placed ,in'tfo the '@_q{xnuion
first, ic_ﬁd?ld ba %90 moatJimportant beéhuaa-QE shaiéa vhtiahce. 'Sigpli .
- st:qtiad', B.l;acks are enrol‘pg i.n formerly wvhit:e schools and leaving forﬁxarly

Black schools. In iﬁdiv

L

4udl analyses, other factors wi&g Shdﬁngﬁo:be'impor-

(] . tant; however, the variances they explain appears to be subservient to the .

\ \ ) vy

former statﬁa/geographical location variables.* Exempt vergus non-exampt étaqus,
therefore, raeflects variances explained as a result of gchoal.loeation and

~ status rather than tha:uniqua affact of exemption from the desa‘ﬁégdtion order.
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Figure 8. Path diggram of 'factors affec’t:oing Black student enrollment.
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‘ §evem setg of anawiewa were conduct:ed with three groups of pamnts: thow\‘._ . T
. y e _ v v R AN
o, T Vho movedeout of the coudty,\choee who * moved within the county ¢ and those. whose 43 o
W ) ‘ R ' !
"“ Lhildt‘an wer, transferred to non-public school ., 'l‘ublm XVbahows tha g .
., W 3 P v e ' [ St .
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Yoved Out of County., "t 25, 27 . e o
2 N . ’ e ) l‘ v . . ‘ ‘o
. Non-Public Trinsfers _ { BTN .
LR ‘Gatholic ‘ . . ' b 18. . 4y - .
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» . Moved Within County L - : ° "
White e e « o B ‘.
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cer Within county moyaa wéra identiﬁied by 1oqﬁ%ing white etudants residing in ;'J
! ‘ v’
. a predominantly Black schwol aCtendance areh .a: Blaqk atudents residingnim—a—- |
L V- ‘
'bredpmnnantly white schooi attandancd’hrea. Hdwevhp, in muny cases, thq Eamily '
had mot moved eiﬂua daﬂegregation, and, in eomu~daaas,\nhoy b@d movod 1nto th * ) .
> ‘county.. Pavahta in the latcar two cacagot.tﬁa Yere, intew%@d during t:hp J:fumd .
.. year of the study. L ; B - " o “
o ™ . e . ’ - o
s parantg who lefg che gojgcy'yearm l.and 2 D:’}ngwche firat year of the aCudy, U
" ‘ Lo , v i K '
v 25 subjects’ whb had hbved odt ot Jafferaon Counuy yere contacced and 1nterviawod '
L ' ]

o
) ,; . cdhchrniﬁu the reagong for. thqir mbvua (aae Appundix E),
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W /v{awud stauadmth 6 tﬂhit ;eaaon fqg ﬁov ng wag noc asfociated wich dasugragncion o
n; ", ’ ’ L) L K Y. ' ) . M
", ' and’buaingq' i and#baqed thut~¢aam&;ag cion and buﬂ;ng had prompCQd their move, .

‘ot a I ...._—. RERE X

desegregacioh eveq;a were a fac‘or but not

¥ iy

and three respondﬂncé agatad that tha

' . the only EAc&ar in\thwir dé@iaibn to move, n.. oY L 4 - ’
. ‘ ‘ s '~" "' ‘ ot
RN Dvring the second yéar oE the BCUdy, parengs who Had/mOVBd out; of'chq counLy
' (ﬁJ;,‘ were qaked ”Whac wap the one most bmporuant"reuaonvwhy you dacidad co move?" 3 .

. Thirty—aeven percant daugondad»by citIng desegyegfﬁionlbﬁsing (Bed;?p;ure 9).

.'rifty—E£Ve parcqnt scnted thht ;hey had o' planhad ‘10 hove berore ?ggsgrmgncion. e
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o in a racial propottion raprasantative of the community. Over half favordd "full
g S T ' .
» racial integration' when given the ghoice among "full racial integration,'" "in-

- tegration in some areas of life" _c;r 'separation of the races,' Eighcy-éne péxm
: AT

f cent stated that having both Blacks and whitds in the Jeffenhdn County Public |

| choola had,no influence on thair dectaion to move outsidu*chewfounty L S

-When quaationed conce%ning thgir phrcéﬁtiona ;% the - genaral.quality of educs- ' :'

[ 4

"
[ \

tion in the Louiavillajzaffaraon County Schools,, 97 parcant‘atated 1t waa‘aatiev.

Eactory;'59 parcent'E0uhd it to be unaatiafactpry. Almost two-thirds gf the r&»"

)
spondapts felt that since &burtﬁordered desegregation, the quUality of education J

.E?r white students had worsened.’ The other thirﬁ'felt the quality'%f-edhéation
-~ e ¢ N ¢ .
for white students had remaihed the same. . | ‘ E c ‘.

Concatning the busing lssue, 63 percent of the parents surveyed stated that .

the buging plan had at least some’lnfiuence on thelir decision to move. Whun-
askad ;3 what extent théy favored or op;oeed busing ag it had"bean put into
; . <.
. affect locally, 7% percent ‘wera opposed, and 22 pefceht favored busing. Of those ‘ . {
oppo;ed, n;uriy half wefe‘oppoaed pévbuaiqﬁ‘in ;ll casesg; the ocheg\hdiﬁ;couid | _. “
o N ' ' . \

n

VR .forsee some type of busing program which might bde acceptable. , Thirty percent of ‘
: 5 . .. »
.% ’ the regpondents stated thefir child\xould have been bused‘bhat'yénr 1f they had s C o

not, moved. All of the reapondanta stauad that thesr. childr@n ware attending.pub- - v

"" ’ » . ~
' Lic schaols q?d,ﬁb percent said thut‘tﬂeir chi}dten rode a bus to school.
oy . Y . At

‘This sample population displayed str&ger negativa fealifgs in- t:erms of-t:he -

N )

9 .

4

- [

"*\ busing lissue than «:hey di)d to desagregiioq, ho\vker, ovemll thay were lesa

I v

-y

. ‘opposad tp bua‘)}np thun tha, eample surv«yad by “4he Junior Leagum of . Loaisville in,

-~

. | : .
o 1977. . They expreasad dissnizisfaction ove%ho qual‘it.y of. educntzion in the 4

¢

« Jpfferson County Public S(.hools, but not Lo t:hq oxtert tzhat the partmt:a of‘ non-

gi,’“b“‘" school tat:udcmw did The t‘anaou moat oft.on cltad Eor ‘the decLaic&to. move

LA R

] .

. R L
- . ' ¢ ’ . ' . .
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~rout of che county, were in thﬂh pﬂf ¢L‘

I

' oufaif the Jéﬁfersoﬁ CoJ&ﬁ{gSchool District was to avoid the busing/desegregation

plan. O L

Compuriaon betwegh paranta leaviqggphe county year 2 and thOaa tranaferring
v .
their children to qon-public achools year .3 ParenCQ who tranefcrrod their uhild*

ren to non—public achools were alightly more affluent than parents who moved out.
: - |

of the councy. Fordy~two percent of the non-public parents raportad incomes in

the §15,000 - $25, 000 incoma tangd’, whereﬂu 33 percent %f those who moved t@pdrt~

ad incomes in that range. Boch groupa were charactarirdg by higher income lmvela 1‘

than the typicd“befquaon County Feaident . S X ' _— (_
FathaYs of children who ware transferred t&‘non~public\§chools were better
‘ 4 \
aducated’ wiLh 54 percent hpving at leaat attempted Lollegﬂx &3 percent -of! choaa
4

i Eathera making raeidantial changes out of the county had actemptad coliege. The

L4 ) [
norm for Jefféraon County was 31 percent (Urban Studies,,l978) The wives in

! )

" both g:oups were leds educated than were the husbanda.

.
L

The fathers gf \ah dten who were transferred to non-public schools were near-

ly equally divided ween grofeeaional 38 percent, and skilled 36 percent.

W

w

rhoaa who moved out of tha couuty wére predominantly skilled,‘qu@gjcent, with ]

oniy 18 percent being:profaes}onal " About half of thé mothera in bdth grouéﬁl

B

wera houpewives with the rqst divided among skilled, unskilled and clerical, b
N
The parents of uhildrgh who were trunsferred to nonwppﬁlic achoola tanded to

o Rl

be ymmgur tzhdn those pnrenta who moved out: of Lhe rcount:yw 'ixty«f(:‘ur percent
I »

of parents whoae children’ tragsfe gvahon—public ecmools ware betwaen the
erged, fol

-

» n) ) ’

ages of 25 and 30, Only 15 pera’ q;i:”j‘h~aacond group, thoae parants who moved

; Qn*chq other hand, the percentagms |

h’.”

B ﬁgﬂ ;
are raversed regarding parentg’@nﬁhha\atcao aga range. PLfLemn parcenc of the .

‘)" w!

parents in-that bge range traunferrad ch«i& childran o non~public uchoola whilo \

n
\

P

74 percant moved out of the county, e

-
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In ghnarni..parencé of childfan who wera trqnsfériud tQ'no‘ publt¢~ﬂghoola
' ware younger, better aducatad, and mord likely to be pvof@aeionals than those
who lmtt the county, Paraucu of chixdren who x?xe tranafarrmd to nonwpublic
achoola raported slightly hi@har incomms than thoge who lafit the county‘ The

been even greater if the reuults had baen adjusted

A%ncome diacrapancy ‘would ha
for age,

«  d

who had been transferved to non-pub%‘c school or who
]

Few parents of childre
.had moved out of the county favored full separation of the races, but they dif-

ferad in terms of whether thay support "full" or "some" integration, Twenty-
(] , .

eight percent of the parents With Shildren 1in non-public schools favored "full"
» - .

integration while 52 percent favored "some" integration. Among those who had.

AN

moved out of the county 52 percent'fuvgred "full" and 33 parcent favorad "soma".
Ninmtyftwo percent Qf those parents who had their childrep ciéhaferfed to non-
public schoblu 6ppogad busing as co;pnrad'with 78 percent of those Gﬂc\hhung;d
reaidencas. Agong those who oppoaed bueing. about the aama .percents, 52 und 58

percent, codud~£oraee cdrcumatancas in which such an upproach might be acceptf

.

Q@ab\le . . ‘ ) - ° . »

‘Parents @f children who transfarred to’ non«pdbliu schools wera highiy criti-
. [
cn{rof the quali y of education iQ‘Jafferuon County., None of these parents Eound

Lu
-

it very satisfaot ry 4nd only 12 pavuepn of thw parents found it aaxiaﬂauhory.

®

' Thirty~four percant found 1t uneatiatnctbry and 46 parcent found it vaty unautiau
14 .
factory. Whan,gq«ea rea lte are compared to those of Sunvay .1 conductad by ‘the. -.

Utban Studies Center (1978) of cho University of Louinvilla, 1t was Eound\that ‘

g
naa raapohece of tHe purmnca who had 1eft Jeffarson County were pimilar to the

4
norm while thoua who hnd thmir»childrmn cranaferred to non«public schools wdrd°~
» . :‘0, ] . . » . L

. . 8 ' Yoo . o ¥
' wore, critical of the schodl gystem Y
B . :
R Y > “a v "
. ,
» . , ' . .' Ny : o
' ' - ) J4 o -, Yo
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Eightsy parcent of chosa parenta who trunsferrad chair childran no aon~public o
. 8chools porwived that t:ha quality of educution ﬁor whit:a' students in Jeffarson

' Count:y Public Schools had daterioratad sinca the implamannation of the desegrega-
t:ionwplan None of the non-—public par’dntm L’plt the educatidhal quality had {m- ._
' proved, and only elght porcmnt: believe;: tiﬂ{& 1,‘t at:ayad the .same, Of the pavénts /
o who had move;d out dt Jaff‘arao;m Cdunty, 46.';[)'0;;00(1{8&1(1 the educat:ionul quality

» ., ¢

’in Jefforson County‘ Public Schools had bhecome worse, 30 percent: felt it -stayed

~

the aame, and noma of the«pnronts beliewed 1% had improvad

[

\ bev«anty»—four percant of the pumnts of children who hud baen trangferred to

non-publlc sahool-s ‘baIieved'CMt; thaeir qhildrep 8’ new school wgm better than the \

Y -<Q N ? R ’ - 4
one" {n which thdy had been .prdviously enrolled. ‘Forty-eight percent of those
L -

parents who had va"e‘d _out: of t:he count.y gaid that their children's new school
. . wnswwe eld, but 26 perpenc rated 1t abo 1t the same, ,
. Within ¢ ty moves by Black atudents years .2 and 3 The parents interviewed

. ware li,ving in the county rather than the eity, and "'t:heir chi:ldren were attend-

ing tormerly wh;tte schools which eliminuted the need for them to be bused 'I‘he

1nterviews f‘onduct;@d in t:he aecoqd yeut of’ t:he at:udy, 1977 78, inoluded ot‘nly \

those parencs ,‘vl'tb]}-ad moved wichin *the county, However, in’ t:he tha.rd year"‘of the
) 'ty ]
study, t?\ab additional groupa ware int:ervi.ewe‘, Black parents who had LA

- I

into
. . ; LY

ﬁhffarson COunty,-und Black parents who hagl livad there for the pasc five "'ears

~ -

Black parents who had moved 1nco Jefferson County from ocher areas were bat:.ter v
‘

~ educated, more likaly to be prot‘éusionule and to fhave a higher annual inoome

\f]

, than the parents of either of the other two groups. O s

’

\

' tmuay, the nonbar .
o . i
¢ sk'igl.lenf decr.eaami.
"y

v l Por ﬂomalod' t:her« wag also a ahift: wd.t:h note houaewivou and aomawhut. fower pro« ’

b Of _prof__essionqla : mreuaed while the numbet of thoaa who,
v Al

fosslonal(/in t:lm third yaar.

« | b




- Although the pampling proCedures werb iﬂeﬂtical, rha aumprs Qbuained w@fe |

af -

quite different for the two : yearp. This wag particularly dppnrenn whan tha .
.. parenty were asked to.name the most 1mp0rcann reason for their deqiaion to mova.
In 1978, 22 percent stated that it waa»co improVe their houaiﬁg, a canagory which

included obtaining more space, "moving up" to nicer accommodncions. pyrchaeidg\a

w . . B . . [N ’ — .' .
, first home from an apdrtment, etc, Eighteen percent gave reagons of improved or -
v . “'.. _":‘. :.-__,.“. -l_'. C " . ) F
grfer neighborhood (seaurable XVI).‘:ﬁ;‘..J_n PR Lol ,
- . - . . . ’
TABLE XVI. c
What was thejone'MOét important reason for youﬁ wove? /.
" : 1978 o | 1979 |
' \ .t . \.? -: A
1A . (N-33) : T S 20 (N-32) "N\
R S . o i 3 ) :
) Response R £ - o ik - % -
) <L . ; - .
Avoidance of busing 0 0.0 S ! . 3, -
. , w
Deseg. environment 1 . '3.0 0 ‘ ' 0.(5\,.‘
Pi‘oximity to work 1 . 3.0 oY 0 .. 0,0 -
Better school L 3.0 - e e 0 0?0
Better house : 17 51.5 S . 6 . 18,8
) Hous1ing Aaﬁig}{ih 0 0.0 5 R S 1S O
Q Bet'ter neighbothood 6 18.2 o 'I‘ 3.1 1 :
' y ' . ’ _’ .v kI .
. i . \, . s
Fam ly pergonal reasons 7 - 21.2 ' . , 22, - 68.8
NA A 0 0.0 1 3.1 |

] , ¢
+

The family peraonal_reqaohs categpry included respondents who moved because- they

‘.G [ W

were no longer able to reside™with their family, marital problems or. other per-

sonal reagons. In 1979, however, only 19 peraenc of the raapdndants.veported o
0 '3' ac >
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ag Eamily> perqonal peaaona‘ i? - ' 4‘

féﬁ decrease the number of yea;a hia/her ¢hild would be bused even though 33 6;r*
; cént utntad Lhat h&d‘they nat moVed.dtheir children would have Dwen bused 7 10 -
'}yaars Tn 1979 qn%y ong responden; 1i8ted buaing as the main reason for moving, T;
and teén feruant of theac Teapondunte.BCubed thnt before moving, their children
":would ha&e been hused 7“10 years. Uéépite the fact th%t pohe of the ‘children of

Wpurents Lnnurv{ewed Vould be buaed fot purpoaes of desegregution, 2} percent of
.vvay, bclieved thut thair (hildxén would be ggagd (Table XVII). Whbn asked 1if
'negation plan in 1978 79 Rgrcent respoqfad atfirmakively as did 50 percent in’
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moves . Seventy ono percent af those @urveyed 1n 1979 liated reasghs categorized
\ o oo 4

o

In the 1978 surVey, nq raspohdenta stated that their family moved in q“gp

1A . ﬁ‘,

¢

s

it
R

- v
“ . W i

Y
the mampia populntion in 1978, und‘3h percent 0of the respondents in the 1979 suT=

.'f...
?

Lhey had planned to move prior to the implementnchgn of the court—ordared dabeg-

Al

-‘» /
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L TABLE XVIT

How many - years wild .}'tmr child Be bused ‘now t;hat you have moved? )
.. ) . . . o:&"‘ ! ‘\' ’ . ) - ) o . o‘-.
'*;‘ 1978. } o 1979
LA (mi3) | ‘///ZA 32)
Reaponse U £ . 5 ‘ . ;
. h v . e S - N ’@;T o ' ~. B . .‘: -
+ " " Noder . 24 72.7 ' il 62.5
120 . o "o oo % 0 . 0.0
. . . . S .
-4 ST S 3.0 ' 1 3.1 .
B ° . ! ’ » . ) ) ) , 1, . (
v \ 3
. 2 6,1 - Y « 1 0 3
L. ' . ' A ’ " | \
) 1 . 3.0 o 0 0.0
1 L e
o 1 ) 370 y 0 0.9
[ , . 2 -' ' ’ )
\ 4 12,1 \ .9 28.1
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3 in 1979, replied that 1t had no tnf;uence at all. Prior to thqir move, 18 pet~ |

‘¢ant of Lh@ 1978 taapbudanta ‘and JO perq@nt of tha 1979 raeponﬂgnta }10uﬁ id

A
. , v
ol o © T - R

: . oy NN I
e . » . \

1hirty percant ok Blnck pnrents intnrvtewed in 1978,-and ZS\ﬁercanc &h.l979,

i o \

were Qppoaed to busing. Of these groupd’, 80 percent in 1978, and’89 petcant in

1979, coul¢ foraae a busing situation which might be qcceptable for achfeving

n s '1()

desegxegution. When asked to whut extant the . busing plan inﬂluapchdﬁég&mttduci

aion to move, 88 _percent of the 1978 reepondenta and 94 percenq gﬁythdgq 1n hhe

e
1979 survey replied that it had no influerice at all, Twelve pernenu un\1918 and

six pervent in 1979, %tated that it had aome influende on their %gciéion t0 movb

(see Table XVIII). . - ﬁ ‘p'v , ._‘ \ Y

* - L . -

To what extant . did the busing plan influence your dacision\to m0ve?

R \ LA
4 ] v R CoLL, e
-y ' . 10 \ - B

¢ ,d_lq?a'“ R - 1979

| 1A (@m=33) jfdf” 24 (N=32)
Resgponse . f % P £ .k

Strongly influence ™ -1 . 300~ - 0 - 0.0 .

o

Somewhdt influence ® 3 9,1 L 63

No influence at all' 29 = 679 : 29 . 90.6
- . I . ) N o .
- . . . ) . \“ - . . ) . ‘ . . N
NR & 0y 0 K . 1 3.1 )

' Bdth grdupe‘expressed‘faVOrahle;attitudes téward'dequrpgatipn; SeVQnty~nrné

Y

percent of the 1978 respondents and 85 parcent ot those interviewéd in 1979

o
favored EulL 1ntegration. Eurthermore, 85 percmnt in 1978 .and 87 p;}cent-in ‘

AY

1979 faVOred ‘a balance of Black and white students in achool represantative of

the Blagk/white proportion in the community. As With\the qu«ation on,buufng

1

when asked to what gxtent desegregatad claases influenced their Jadision to mo#%km

v ) ' ‘

.

91 percent of the' *978 inter&%pw teapOndnnte and 94”parcent of thése ' interviemmd ‘w

P
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, desegregaﬂion plan, these _parents, in general, fel\t‘: that the quality..of educa-

'.zlf - ’ ‘ o . oF DR
naighborhooda pei'cydived. to have, leaa thnn 28 pemant: Black Aﬂter the- m;w/? '
N, ..o‘ .

percent in 1.978 and- 72 percenc 1n 19'7“) lived 1n neighbovhooda Whm:a (:he Iblac«lv ~""."-.~"

‘ " EX
. S e
. s ’ -
0 - , N '1 - - L LA

pOpulation was par‘ivad to be 30° percent or’ 1e88s T e B

-

T ‘ TABLE XIX S0 ¢ | g
/ . .
. S - . /. - '

| . What was the percentage of Blacks in your former neighborhood? . S o

o e , ‘ ' - - . TN o

.. 1978 T 1919

t " 1A (M=33) @j 20 (N=32)
+ -Response ) £ , L £ :

! 0107 3 9.1 5 . 15,6

11-30% R S 30 3 934/ |

21-30% o g 2. .6 1 32K :
31-40% . : ! 3.0° . 0 . oo ™

41~50% 3 9.1° -, L0 0.0
51% & above =20 *  60.6 L 20 62.5 AL

Unsure ) 0 0.0 | - 1

et
(%)
s
A}

N 3 9.1 = e 2 . y o

#lack parents seemed quite satisfied with the quali.t:y of educat(o;?n the

_Jef’te%n County Public Schools, Sixty- one’ percent of those( incerviewed in '1[978

J:

and 69 parcent of t:hoee\bn“r‘ﬁl‘) falt it wAs satisfactory.~ Only 36 percent in

7«&‘378, and 31 percent in 1979 falt otherwiae. Sihce the implapentatj.on of the

,_, ticm for white student:s remained, the same. Sixty-one percent in 1978 and 59 e

L
pa&ant of chefreepondentn dn ]}?79 felc the quality of &lucation ganerally re~  Lv

mainad the sa le although 13 percent of thd sample in 1978, and 19 parc,ant in { *'

lﬂ\b, n\{,d t:hdy didn't reully lcnow. For Black atudenta,, 46 parcent "of, t:hoae

-c

oA

\Lntmr dd»’m 1978 and 0 percem: oi\ those in l979 falt tgmt: educational / _”:'"

"Al
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L W - s ' g
qualit; had ‘ﬁproved. Thirc percwnt of the l978~group and 22 percent of tha :
'ICv; " 1979 grQup,feanmghaﬁ i1t rema nqﬂ the- same while 12 p@rcenu\in 1978 and 19 per-

‘J‘f'f ,7" . rf oot s \
2y dent. i‘n %ﬁid i’ew}xﬁ"bbcome-wrag,-;fﬂhg’m"wﬂ*not a large percentaga of

——

;--. “tw N

]
tha respondents who fel; thac their child's present school was better “than the

achool previously attended which would euggast no tendency to move for purposee E

+ )~I
of ﬂinding a "better school. ' '

Bigg,respondents from 1978, ‘and those from 1979, were divided into two cate- -
“ .

gories based on total annual ‘income: respondents whose income was abovg $20,000

| édd réspondenca whose income was below $10,000, Both groups felt_ﬁﬁut the quali- éw
ty of edubation had fepained_the saﬁe\forrwhite studéﬁts, but thehgroup of 1979 |
pa;ents with total incomes of $10,000 or lower, felt less ﬁosi;ivg towards the
quality Qi educ;tion for'Blac&p than did- the other ghree.éFoups. ' N

These data may rafiect the level to which the‘éhildren df these p#rents are
achieviﬁg academically’. ' Those from the lower chiQ:eEonomic;famiiiba may not be
succeeding .as well as those in the upper income brdcket, and tﬁis‘fﬁct'may_tand

to.infléehce parentg in their perception pf'thé quality of,eduéntipn. .
‘ . AN _ L o
- Only six percent of- thg interview respondents in 1978, and" 16 percent of
. . -’ N . “‘.‘ ,. \ ) a. ‘ -
-thoae in 1979, stated théy were using housing assistance. Eighteen(percent in

1978 and three percent in 1979 mentioned that the dbailability of financial

housing assistance had at leaat some influence on - cheir deedsion to _move,

4 ,QL
Non-public school nterviqu yaaxq 2 and 3 The resulta of interviewe with

1

parente whose children wer'ptranaferred to non~pubii¢,BChoola for both yaar 2

and 3 dre in Appendix K. Parénts of childrtn who transferred qp nonmpuﬁlia .
¢

schoolu for ‘the 1976-77 school year, year 2 were divided into two categories:
Catholig apd no““qﬂFhOlic' In yaar 3, l977~78 ech 1 year, there were four
categories: 1) Catholics, 2) madnstream priyate, 3) privaﬁe churchérelanad and

< ’ . i
. L]

~4) private churdg:;glgtéi-parnntn whose child hgqd returned to public’échoél,




The followingwsquion of. the chapter whinh chera the waye that - the gr%upe
‘ are the same, 13 followed by a deacription of t&e ways thag each group diffe).‘a.

The numbers in parenthesee refer to the queetione on the intdrview schedule, the
regults of which gan be found in Appendix K. L . ‘ R

o ' 1) True off\ all L . ﬂ&*. a v A,w" .

N

Nearly all of those 1nte viewed were parente of Eamiliee with 1~4 children,

1- 3 of whom are of echool age (Questione 2 &73) In every group, respondente

-

felt that 'since deeegregation, ‘the quelity of education, for whites had declined

~

o= ”

‘(Qmeetion 9). It was. generai\y felt that the quality of eduChtion proVided#by

-

the Jefferson Lounty Sthools is uneatiefactory, and reepcndente reported that -

vast mqjority of theee same respondents did hot have children in private schools '

ve . |

prior to the fgll of 1975 (Question 11 & 19). Although most individuals inter3

v
- \ L} s
}yiewed had either one or two children who were scheduled to be bused sometime

~—

during ‘their echool yeare, the vast majority of these childpen had never been

ik

bused for dehegregation purpoees (Queetions‘lo & 17). Since the interviews wer@ L

O . N B L S

generally conducted ﬂuring the day, the majority of respondents were female, and
’ \ ]
'lof these female reepondente, the maﬁority were houseinen (Queetions 26 & 23). 7

Z) "Cathollc “Schools, 1la, 2& . . B ‘ rr* - ‘-~-« ~. '- ST

‘6-3" ) R

As would be expected, thae majoricy,pﬁ reepondente with children in Catholic _'

' ‘echools are’ themselves Cgtholic (Question 25). Eighty percent of'those intar- -

3y a .

viewed in 1978, had children enrolled in Catholic achools, and 74 percent of the

'1979 respondente reported to be Catholic. This ie im c@nuramt to all other groupe

)

whare uhe maJority are Protoét&nta.o The' parents whoag gbi]dron are enrolled in
. : N v

- . v ‘“ rn NJ
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'children ware enrolled ip privete hchools in 1978 reported opposing bueing

|}
Cathqlic ‘8chools :tend to be leee opposed to bueing than eny ocher group except

mainetrenm private (Question 6), Only 45 percent of the 1978 Catholic school

i“ . Y

-

redpondents and 56 percept of these interviewed in 1979, reported that they. . | ¢

- +

were strongly oppoeed.,to q)using. ‘In "contrast, 73 perceént pf the parents whose -
'

_ stronglyf eventh*eight percent of the 1979 private church—related respondents,

“and 70 percent. of the individuele who comprigsed the private chprch~related groupe

~

41
who returned their children to public schools also reperted opposing bueing v
P A

strongly. In thq\nainetream pﬁivate group, )2 percent of the parents were

. stpongly oppoeed to busing, but L7 percent of thesa parents wefeuuneure of exact-

' ly how they falt. - ' %

’

The parents whope children were. enrolled in Catholic schools were more likely

to have had . them enrolled in non-public schools pfior to 1975, than were the

.perente who tompr!sed an;,other single group (Question 11). Flfty percen?”of the

1978 Catholic scheal respondents and 68 percent of those interviewed in l979, re-

ported to having considered enrolling their children in non—public schools prior
\

to court-orderxed deeegregetion. Fifty—seven percent of the 1978 private school

respondent * group, and 37 percent of tha l979 8 mainstream private schgol parents ¢
(~' - [N
responded likewise. Only 28 percent of the parents whose ohildren Were enrolled

e -

—— r—— v

in private church-related echools, gnd none of the respondents who returned their

L4 "

.children to public eqhools from privete chureh—releted schools, coneidered the:

— e I " . v— EN

L “““tfansrer prior to’I973

3) Mainstream Private Sehpol 2B

9

An-’ examinaniOn of raesultd of the interviews with parents who comprised the

A L 4

mainetream private school group, showed ‘that ;these indiviﬂuale came from a

L)

higher sooialﬁzla‘ae than the other respondents., ‘Both males and ffetﬂelee in this
' t . ' . ' . -

o

A
Ry

. partfeulax 8roup were better educated thav those in any of the others,.and the | ) .

.

e
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group contained more men with p?oﬂeeeionpl pccupati?ne than in eny of the oth&r

~ f

\' ‘ groups (Queatione 73 & 2%) "In this particular group of parante, 48 percehg oE’ '
Ab . . 4 v ) :4
the maled had comgleted college, and 39 perceqt had at Leaen aome grqduece - . Lo
LI ' ) "
) school aducacioh ‘The next moec highly eduouted gro?p of- ﬂhthere wes,in the ﬂ" © o x\
group of parents who had qhildren in private echoola Lp 1978. Tenrpercénc of "““'*f

thpae parents had compleced college. end 21 percent had some graduqte educacionl e
. i) . :

" The laast™ well-educated group wae che gne that 1ncluded Eachers whoge ebildren , .t

o aLtended pr#Vace churchwrelated echoqle. Only one par nc, or ten perced@ of the
. \ .

N reepondence hed receiyed moya than a higﬁ ecnmel education. The mochere of by
- - “'\ L1 4 ‘y' ‘
T children attending mainetream private achool& were aleo p&tter educated chen vw oL
e vl
those of any ocher group wich 96 percent oﬁ the inaerviewad aubjects hAVing ob- ¥

\ v . ; L X . . 0 .
\Mp\ taiqed at leaet some - higher educatien:w o T f ‘ ' ”g?*$F ] —

[N i

. P ‘ -»\
»

Nindty-one percent of the male p&reﬂcB in thxe group $f teepon&%an had»pro—. !

- )
. N *
J : e
" - . .
. , . e N . oo, Y
. - .

~ e ‘fessionnl occupatione, The next. 1ergest group of profeeeienals came from respon~ -
RN . : a e - ' & g [ T

edQnCS whose childrén wdre enrolled 1n Catholic echpols duﬂing the 1977 78 school

\ "y

",-- year, wich 42 percenn pccupying professionnl posicione. " o -§' . ' '
R X o . .
. The . group of Qainetream private school parents were- gener&lly a libple older
L4
/ . with 61\percent ovay’ the age of 61. They also reported 1arger annual 1ncomee

t -

. than any of the orher respondente (Questions 26 & 28)% An incredibly high 44

v E . '

/
percenc of these familiea had aqpragm annuel 1ncomee bf 6ver $50, 000 None of ., .
K . K (P ‘_‘a . . X . e . 2‘:‘, i
_ the- ocher groupe-of respop ence had incomes nearly this high” - f ' - o
. . ‘o .“ ') . : . ' ey Y .

|

Reepbndence ih this- 3rquv eeemed ;q view incegration much more fevorebly than f n; ‘

T any of the other grOupe of parents (Quthion 4). Seventy*four percenc favoyr fqll T
. ) e VO e

rncialianegracion over a choiee betweeq 3dme 1nnegration or eepﬁratipn of the

7~

/ . racee.l The group of 1979 cathoiic respondents reeponded ‘the mosc eloeely Qb thie ;Vﬁﬂ:

.k 7 “ il [ ) . ¥ N
‘ meinatreum privqgg,group. Forﬁy*onu percenc wer@ in EaVor of Eh&l reeial 1q@en T
' A \ " . . . .4 ’

gration, rhoee parence whosa! cbildren were edrol]ad in pnﬂvace uhurch;‘nleted IR
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schools had the leaat Eavorable attitud¢ towarda integration with 19 percent
¢ - Cowy ‘
Eavoring separation of, -the raced. ‘ ' ' :

]

- 4) Private Church-Related 2C oo ‘

\ [

asy

An exumination of tha.ueaponsea of parents who comptised the private church-

ralnred group, the group who cranafarred their children from public to private

) w
church~related school%»in 1977, vevealed that they were more strongly opposaed to

i

desegregation tkan any of the other groups. These parents were strongly oppoead'

B

to busing in all caaee. and stated that they could not forsee any nituation in

which it would he accaptable (Queations 6 & 7) One hundred percent of theee
parents were, at 1eaac, -gomewhat opposed to busing and 79 percant were atrongly

oppoaad Sixty-one percenc of the privata church-relatad achool parents claimed
to be oppoaed to busing.fh all cases while dhly pdrcent stated that thaey could
Eorasea a situation 1in which it would bé acceptable. The vast majority of rer

v .
spondente in almost all of CHL other groups raported that they could Eoreaee a

‘ situatiOn in which a bueing program might be accgptablaﬁto them, ¢ ;’

Parents th{ifEt children to private church~nelated schools statgd that thh}
. v. . N v -

\

-t .

had not considered enrolling these children in non-public schpolsprior tg the | '
. : ] . ,
,1mplementation of court-ordered desegregation (Que;}ioA 15)4’ Seventywéne percent

0of the group hadunot congldered this change‘while only 29 patcent claimed that & .

6 4,
they had. Respondents in thdg* particular group were the only parents who did

not list the "quality of education" as being*nho main reason for cranaferriﬁg
"‘

-'tﬁair child to non—public schools == thirty-two percent of thpsa parents listed

<he "bus' ida" as their main reuabn for' the change (Queation 19). ,ThJ "qmaiity SCILIRTEL IO
. ' Jo & . .
of aeducation" was the next most 1mportunt reason with 29 percant of the raspond~ ‘
< ) . s . . .
ents listed in this CALOROTY . ) _ . \w‘ Y LA ‘ ’
Although cheae veepondenta listed the "bua ride! pa boing\thn mest; 4mw , ant
. , <. ¢ . Y ,
veason behind their uhuﬂgo to privata school., thay gre, ona of cho Sfly groupy of S
v £ ' . . ) . - . ) ' LN v . » ) ' .
- ' ’ a o . ’ > r"'", 0 ) v
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N N . L]
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' : .o, * 92 . .
,

. - ,
t 0 Tom

parencs in which the ma]ority hQVQ children riding che bus to thelr prceenc
schoola (Question 20), The group of parents whoae children hgg returned to pubgg

lic school fren private church~related schools alsgo had more children, seventy

I

percent,, riding buses to thein présent schools than children yho %era ROC, thircY

4

percent. Most gf these- pgrents comprising the groyp whose children actended pri-

¢ﬁCG churchrelated schoole reeponded that their children would havd beqn bused
' \

. { .
‘the provious year 1{f thaey had rqmained in publye schools (Quesci“ 18). Sixty-

2

one percent of the group reaponded affirmacively to this question, while only 39 .

"percent had childrén'Who fould not, have baen,buged 1f they had remained in public ° ’
. . , . ) .

» ]
b

f

" schools., .o A
’ ) "

5)  Private Church-Related: Returned to Public $ahool .
None of the respondents whose children had been cranefe>¥§d back to publid

. schools from .the private church~relutad had moved within the last six yqars, and

\Y

" the majority of chis group had not moved in the last ten years (Quescion 1. R

.

beventy p@rcenc of the mala parents comprising this group were akilled workers,

Coa

while the«females were, ;onrghq most part, houuewivﬁe (Question 24).. This grouﬁ
U o

_of puventb was the ohly one chac did not agree that it was a good idea ﬁPr Bldtks
nd’ whites ta go to Q\noL ngether. In fact, a larga number, fo‘ky percenc

-~

kﬁonaidered tL to bé a- Hﬁﬁ:ﬁdea Not oniy was the majority of this gronp strong-~

¢

ly opposed to busing, but n kg other groups, were generally opposed to busing

L4

in all caseﬂ‘and'qould'noc foresee any situation in wh&ch it might be actaeptable °*

to thém (Quastions 6 & 7). Parents comprising this particular group were not as

- -

(aconcqrned with the quality pf education provided.by the public schools a8 they.

yoog
wepe with having thoit cﬁild:puandﬂ(QuestiOn ]9) Sixty percent bf the reepondn'
R
] ’ i
ents in chis grpup Liscad the "bus ride" as being the most important nﬁagon,Jor
o :

enroiting thnir‘shild/chilgren 1n non~pu?1ic scﬁoola while only 30 percent '
. l . .
’ .

. ¢ a ' ' y
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listed the Yquallity ®f education" as the*main reason for the transfer.

Interegt~

-

ingly, the schools thésa'bhildr@n had attended were segregated, but they atill

- !
) »

had to ride a pls to get to school (Question 13b & 20).

Seventy percent of the

parents interviewed in this particular group admitted that theilr child/children -

L)

were riding buses to their present schools, and only.30 percent of the parents

.

Jhad children who were not, e o .

. : 9 i e
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CHAPTER V
~ CONCLUSTONS jfﬁ t -

The purpoae of this astudy was to determine the efﬁect of cdurt—ordered'

N

’

desugregation on student enrollment and residenLiaI patterns Ln the Jefferaon

! County Public School District Enrollment changes over the years.since the de~

T 3
%

3egtegation plan was implemented were gtudied along with trends in enrollment

over’' the past ten years, birthrates, migration patterns, non-public school
. | -

‘enroliment, and residenfial changes within the county. Parents who had moved

or. trqanerred their children to pod-public schools were interviewed. Four

* »

quastions were staéed in Chapter I and used to guide the conduct of the atudy.

} . .‘ * o "\;‘ .
The questions are restated here to provide ‘an outline: for the presentation of
~the condludions.
Quesqion L. Has thére beeé a deéline in white public school

AP enrollment that can be associated with the imple—
' mentation of the desegregation plan? '

. ‘a. Are white students enrolang in mon~-public schools
R : within Jefferson County to avoid participation in
c o the desefregation plan? =

b.. Are white families moving their residences outside
of Jefferson County to avoid particlpation it the
desegregation plan?

,

White pdblic school enraflment in JeffersOn County‘has decreased dramatically

éince the 1973~74 sachool _year when it becamé apparent that a desegregation plan

" would be or@eredx The 1978-74 white enrollmenc was 111,131, By the L978~79 school

’ L
o r

‘yepr the enrollmenc had drobp1$|x)77 582, a decline of 33,549, mWis has led to -

tha general be]ief that maseive'white flight has Cakeh place. Whﬁ}e this decldne
J |

took pla@e at the same timezuybha 1mplemedcation of cha desegroggﬁion plan, 1t

»

is incorract to assume that 511 of the decliné wan cauw¢d By the denegnegution

. order. Tha biggeat part of t:ha decline tmm be explnmnad by 1ncreaaaa"_’1n non-

P ¢ Y L. ‘ ‘.
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- .8chool ennollment had been decfeasing for- eeveral years and the 1974 incr:jﬁe >

publLC‘achool enrollment a8 continuing pattern of out—mlgration and declining )
? ' K B

L

erthratet LR

¢ . . *

3 of
N A

There wag: an increase of 2,200 in nonmpubllc echool enrollment in l974~75,

4

u'”\l Y

bne year prior to thé implementation o( the desegn%z;tion plan Durin& the spring

\
d)

_delayed the acbual melemqntation until the 1975- 76 school'yéar Non~gublic

' . . -

c0nsE1tuted a Yeversal of that rrend. Subsequent gains in & llment ver
[ T g

mately, 2 ,400 in 1975-76, 2,600 &n 1976- 77, and 1, 050 in L977 78." There were, by

.31977~78, approxfmately 10,900 students enrolled in non~public sqhoolshwho wobid

Bmall decrease 4n non~publlc sohool enrollmeht thle figure dropped to_lO,SOO

Qtudents in 1978 79

1}

1 ‘

Transfers tQ Catholic schools accountedwﬁor moht of the non4public'9chool“

approxi~

L 3

- Ny : : o c A =y
have been in public schools hud thera been~no deségrggation event. Due to 4 ;/7//

eéarollment {ncreasg in 1974 76, In 1975 76, Catholic schooLs enforced an admis~'l*

sions policy desdi f to checle the influx of public school t?hnsfers due.to the

implementat}b of ‘the desegregation plan Yhejetfort_wes apparently succeszul

as shown by ¢ Eact that ln subsequent years thevenrollment gains were mogtly_

in other non-p )llc schoolé. . .“"f .;;1 ' S
. . ' . ' SRR '
‘ 'Migratlon. tterns in bhe Jefferson County community have qontributed to a

decline {n the number of white’ publlc snhool atudents. Analysea of the combined

publiL and non-public gchool enrollment crends show that for several years/éhe_

community has been losing school~age ildren at a rate faater-than would be

v ’ . L]

éxpected basad on blrthrqte dqclqgk; Families with sthool age childr n haye been *. ..
te

moving out' of the county at a ra agter than thay dre being replaced by familiea

with school-age children. In 1974 when the’ tnitial gain in nonwpublic achool

)

enrollmenc wag - obgerved, there wag no lnditation of movement by white atudence out

. R ' i
N\ » . -

. V ’
*y

Ny

. - N 10’1.

“and summer of l9/4, a desegned}tio plan was antivipated; hqweyer, coure acti t/)/ T
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of Jefferson Cdunty'in okéeus oﬁ the trond whiqh nan been eaﬁabliahed aarliaw,- l

: v 1 v o. "/

This soema teasonablo sinca tho anticipation of a dosegregacion plan 1n 1974*75

\

did not teach major proportions until the spring and 9qmmer of 1974 K Thue while

[ \4'::.‘4

theno was'sufficient time to cransfer children to non-public gchOQLS, thera,waa* ' L

.not enough tim& to armange ﬁor new houaing During the firat year of desegta*

ghtion, L 200 to 14700 aﬁudents mqved out. uf Jofferson Counmy tn excess of the\

','4,

- numbor which would have been expecte& baaed on dutwmigration trenda. In'1226~77

the number roge to approximately 1, 900 by the third yeqp of. desegregation, 1977-

78, the number had docraased.to approximatoly l 100. In 1978-79 ﬁhe humber had t:

fallensto Approximately 230 It fs, therefore, concLuded that during the firét 3i';{

«l'

1 -

three years ot desegrogation, thoro'was a small but discerhable increase in tﬁe
’ : b

number of famllies with school -age’ childron who moved out qf Jefferson Couhty

.0

°.

3

By tha fourth year of desegregation, the losd of white ytudenta related to

‘ o . v -
desegregation had Secoma negligfblo,"_' - _ a_ y R IR

Ly
S 1 . . . e
R :

'.l', The declihe ln birthrate began,to affect white public school enrollment in

1971 and continued through 1978 The birthrate decline, coupled with out—migration '

. N .

putterﬁu whicm had extstod qince the 1960 8, acoounted for approximately 233000 L. °|'

. OE bhe 33 SOO dacline ln white enrollment between 1973 ahd l978 The remaining ;

\
W B

1C ino. 10 500 stuaonts, resultod from an, inareaao inanon publip schooi enfoll~“53-*"
« o, . 7 R o

Ay
o . . , . __"‘ . N ' n-‘!. ‘- . . L ) ’
Mnt : , A e . .‘ PR \ ‘ L ) - Yy . .. . - 7‘1 . R . . e ‘f-‘g 7 R -
. " "‘4' . ".' R 3 - ' . A T . v . . - t
Y -] - N L

Had - thﬁjimplémentation of the diéogregation plan graatly accelerated the

\"-

movement of white familios out of Jeffarson county, 2N doclino in the’ housing
&market would have been . oxpected. HbWever, duriog tho porio& the housing market
+n Jefforson County waa atrong; and families mpving out of the county cou&d .
:expett a good prtce whei salling their house. Deeﬁrte the faot that paranta I
4

leaving Jefferson County misg Sta(e that the doaegregauion order wag a J o

factor in causing them to movo‘ it' is ;mportant to omphaéize that %osldontial .
. Vé . !

L



! " R

. _' white fligyxiats- onlx when net’ 1§saee octur‘, Tbatv?’ms no matter how many IR

’ R fami.Liea moWe out and attribute the move tp desegregacion. Lf all Of the fﬂmilieﬂ Co
C ' - 4 o
are rcplaced, there 18 o whiﬁe flight.q The het\i:ss of families that could be.

e ¢ " v,

I

'aasociated with the implementation,of the desegregatiOn order involved small _73"‘ .

v
S - 'l

},numbers ofiparents and oeturred only dhring the first Years of the implementgﬁion ‘

Of the plan ..‘ o N E L .. ., . "l

e AP The increase in transfers to nonwpublic schools hag bccurred under air- S

¢
o ’

cumstances *link the increase té the implemehtation of desegregation. In

.

e order to determ. e whether tranefers to nonwpublic sdhools were\the direct result :

b . o ' ' : ‘ o

. ' of the desegregation order rather than some other factor, interviews were con-

ducted with the parents ot children who. were transferred These parents were

K
‘e P Aty ~

N divided into three groupa.‘those whose children transferred to.Catholic sthoplsy

thoee whose children qranaferred to mainstream private schools, and thoasé whose . T

v

C»

children Qfansferred to church-related schools which were started at abouq the .

‘same tlme ab the implementation of desegregation.. Parenta whose childreh were _
placed in mainstream private schools strongly ‘favored full racial’ integration

. & :
and were equally certain that it was a good idea for chdldren to go to schools

' .

v which have a raclal halance similar to that found‘in Jefferson County. They were..

?

o

almostfunanimous in stating that the quality of eEucation has déclined since the

-

implementation of desegregation. Parents whosa thildren wére transferred to newly

/

astablished churgh*related schools-had lees'favorable attitudes toward desegregation

L

‘ and were less cohcerned about the quality of. edutation. The attitudea of Catholic:*
\

{ “school parents fell between the/s two’ groups . h ' f',\ .

4

/_ The decision made by thesa parents to send their children to non~public
|).- ¢ "

A 4 oy .
: ' schools wag clearly related toothe.implementation of the desegregation plan,

13

S Whether che deciaion was based on concern for the welfare of their children, a

. ’« A ' « ! N
3 desire to avoid the ipconvenience of bueing and provide fhﬁ.p b@tter edqcatigp
!I ! Yoo & . ‘
X for their children, or symptomatic of. raciem tannot ba determined.; Differencea
. R . » Q




P

. -

. o

- among the groups may result from sooio«ecnomdc differences in the pérception of

what are 30cially acceptable nttitudes.' The mergg; of the Louisvillo and lef~sF

* X

Eenson County School Systems was ttaumatic and sinne nhe merger‘the SGhOOlS ._tﬂ (R

L ". 4, . o,

have been under constant attack from both inside and outside the schosﬂ system.

A 2t K]

Panents may have Pefceive& that these events, as well aa desegregation,.con—‘.

. '..'r S

tributed to .a lower quality of education . ) fﬁ; 'Cl f;“.' o

In summary, while large numbsrs oﬁ parents have transfa;

) L _ v
to non—?ublic schools, their true motivaﬁion Eor doing so pemains uncie r.

>

is p:obably because nuch detisions are. not made based on a single ﬁactor‘but are

pllyed out through the interaction of numerous contnﬁdittory attitudes and

A
v .

LOnsiderations, -Non—public schools would not have enjoyed their cutrent re-

. :surgente without court ordered deaegregation, but’ just how and why school

.@ﬂdQSegregation caused white

_‘ -

schools is unclear

parents ‘to transfet their children to non- public

s Qu‘est“_i'on 2.'"' \Are ‘parents of public school children making res‘identisl'
N S .changes within the tounty to avoid the busing of theiy.

‘children? - N ,‘f

BN

L that Black enrollment has increased in formerly white §chools. This‘increase:has

. . -.-.g.

takan place in both the South and tast but is grea%est in the South 'Blacﬁfenﬁoll~f”rf,

N

ment has declined in the Eormerly Black #chools in the Wast.‘ Black*enrollment

.for the entire county has remained telatively stajale over the past four'years. v'

and it dan; therefore, be c0ncluded that these enrollment changes ats the result j. 5@;_

“of Yéesidentia,l movement:_.,' Blsék students volunteeting to be bused could provide |
.' . o
an alternatiye ekplanation for these enrollment changsn but benause Blacks are .

._7.

2already bused for 10 of thsir IQ years, this is unlikely . Some ofwthis move~‘

‘ment may be - to small Black neighborhoods 1o the county, but because the: move—h‘

The analysis of Black student enrollment in JefferQOn County clearly indicates ; o

_ment 13a9° widegpread, there appears 'to be a sizabls shift oE&Black familiés '.:i~:?v

.




-n

' ' . \4

;-outgoﬁ;the West end of LOuisville into formerly white areas of the county.

Such moves

u‘.

are attractive "becalise acoording to the deaegregation plan a Black

jﬁ

..fa poaitiVe effect on residential desegregation.

be bu‘%é.d N : : - . Lt . 4'

CoxEe

‘been attending these schoels for quite some time, or they had, mowed for reasons
. ‘ 3

child living in a 'white reaidential area does not have to. be bused.

Interviews whre conducted with Black parents who hah mbved into white neigh-

e

(

‘*borhoods with the expectatiqn that the desegregation plan could be ahown to have

™

The results.of the interviews,
W, " : '

.

however, do not support that concluaion Almost-all of thengarents interviewed

\
'_denied having moved in oyder to avold the inconvenience of busing and, in fact,

m&ny were under the miataken impressiOn that their children would gontinue to
ﬁ

\

_During thes second year of the study, an ‘unsuccessful attempt‘waé\made to

B .

Qlocate families of white students who had moved to neighborhoods where thh\r

s

children would be attending formerly Black schools. Their childrenﬂhad ‘elthyr .

- ' ' ’ . \

\

g clearly untelated to an attempt to avodd the involvement of their children in '

\
, t

the ‘busing plan. The»responses that they made to questionS'related to bud&né \\

desegregation, and the qualiby of education were uncharacteristic of person&\ \

_wishing to avoid the deaegregation plan., g - | TN
Lo N °‘.‘-'\ f
Question 3. What ane the features of gourt-ordered deSegregation ‘ lx\
. that influence enrollment changes in the schools? ’ \Q\\
/ N '

.1n the Westuand white elememtaryrgchoolg 1n the East,

- South has incréhaed gince the 1nit&al year of desehregation

‘As stated ea@é?\r.sapproximately 10 500 fewer white studean attended Jef- \ ;i-i.
w“ R

farson Couuty Puplit Schools in 1978~ 75 than would have been expectad\had the \&
AR

, » N

& .

desegregathon p]an not been implémenteﬁ. The loss was in Blactk e]ementary schools \x
/ \

White enrollmént in, the .
1 . E

A large faotor in

)

_this increase\was Mndoubtadly the boycott action in 1975 which kepc the enroll~ S

at a low leveal.

ment

White enro;lment in formerly Bfack high schools has




Ve -

lncreased gince desegregation was impLemented in 1975 As wfl*~the elementary

gchools {n the South,’ the 1975 enrollment was low because of the schpol boy-

Y

cotts and‘that facﬁor partially accouhts for the increase registered by 1978.

In addition, high ?ChOOlein"the county 4re quite dif§9fent from those chéted" iR
I

In the eicy of Lou svillc that were formerly Black and some white sgudente

]
'

S i - o . . - _

apparently find tfle academic and social atmosphere in those schools attractive
,,...l L . ‘ - - &

and volunteer fo?,busing‘ ' ) ' '
2 ' &

. { Coe Ut . i

Question 4.4 What are the characteristics of t

) groups of parents? '

A}
v

' »lowing three ‘

) - a. those who .trangfer their childfﬁ@ ho non-public
¢ C schools? .

3‘\

b. those whg_nove out of the ceunty? ' W
T
c. those who move within the county?

' . -

Parents whose children transferred to mainstream private schools viewed
. : . )

ooy

integratlen much more favorably than.any of the other sub-groups of paredts.

This group tended to be better educated than the others with a higher proportion

..

of men {n the professions. They were older and had much higher incomes than any

4

of the other reSandents. The quality of education provided by the, public schools’

was of more concern than the issues of dééegregation and busing. Those parents

who transferred thzir chi%dren from public to pfivate churchrrelated schools

- . ¢ a 14

were more strongly opposed to desegregation than any of the other groups. Those

respondents who returned their children to public schqols after one yearvin a

-

private church-related school were also adamantly opposed to desegregation and

.

busing. Parents in this category ggfe less concerned with the quality of educaeion
provided by thewpublic schools and more OPPosed to Blacks and whites going to

school together. -fvf/the most part, these parents*were skilled 1ﬁborers and

+

tended to be less welr‘educaced , ' ] s ot

While some parents who.moved out,of the county are quite willing‘to state that

’l
deaeg:egdtion played a pefrt in.their decision to move, their attitudes toward

AR} N 0N .
‘ ¥ . ’ ‘¢ P -

’

L]




desegregation busing, and quality of. education are less strong than thosé who s

. - ‘

" . had their children transterred to nonqpublic sonools. Parents who moVed,Qut of

> { v .
the county tended to‘\f older, less educ$ted, sﬁilled wdrkerd; parents who uy
’ R |
4 . .
transferred\\heir children to non-public schools ‘were youn‘hb better educated

/‘, ‘ - ‘ ‘: R A

professionais : Usually it is assumed that older, less educated people tend to
R

\

“be more c0nservative in their dttitude‘lfowﬁrd social issues, especdally in

regard to desegregation/busing. But, ig:fact it wad the non—public parent

L}

. ‘ .
sample, those younger, better educated, that held to the more conservative,atti—

’ VR

tudes_ Thoge who mbved out of the county ‘were very similan to -the ‘community
] . - - ;” ¢ » . L 2
* . . .‘_ \ . ‘ al * »
. norms while the non-public parent sample was, again, more conservative, '
- e ’ -~

During the secdond year 'of (the study a Large proportion ¢f ‘the Black families

[}

y ]; i who moved within the 8ounty were headed by females who worked1!; professionals,

L » LJ

were well educatedd and had high’ incomes Black families COntdhted'duripg the

).
i

4

. thir& year oE tﬁe study differed by being more likely ‘to be’ two parent families

, and have lower éducational and income levels. However like thpse Barents inter- :

.' T (o}
N ! 1

viewed in the second year, they stated that thgy had not moved ‘to avpid the in- ]

conveniemce of busing and were often under the mistaken impressiOn that_their'
.“ . - . ‘o .

children were still going to be bused' Black parents integyiewed during both

L)
v

the seconﬁ and third years Tegarded the quality of public- school education’ as
\ : \
being setisfactory. Most wene in favor Of busing ‘and felt that educational con~

) O

, . ditions for Black!' students hsd improved since desegregation.
' Y, \ . N . -
3DisCU8sion _ b ’ . a '

| o . . ) '
Researchers, hpwe.reached a general cbnéensus that white ffight, at 1east to ’g\\
" some degree, is the inevitable result of school’ desegregation. The methodologieal
, approachcs to 'the study of white flight ussd,by’most researchers ignore birth-

' rate, migration trends, and‘tr nhfers to non-Qublic-schodls. . 'The use of'this,;




W

i .

v . ° . “os -
v . LI

conventional approach wbuld have led to the doncluaion thax large acale residen*

» -
- .

tial white Elight@took place in Jeffﬁrson County However, when blrthrate and

v [ - R M a‘
put—migration trends are: considared, the: deqline in white public school enroll~
’ ). ’

v a

._ment -¢an be explained almost entirely in terms of transfer& to non-public achools.

(/he numbcf of children loat to non~publlc schodls sl ge and includes fam~
’ w " r o

. ilies which publik schools can ill afford to lose.' Their parents aré above averag@ "

. dn number of years of educatipn ‘and tend to bé professionala 'Such families have "

.

) ‘ : "-4 A

. . ‘ ]
. traditionally’ given active ‘and effective support to, tho public schoola. Many of y

.- S

these parents would have continued sending\\h’it‘children to public schools "had -

y.S . - . 1

~they not become convinced that’ gﬁéﬁqgality of education would suffer as a te-

v ’4'\ . . “

Bult of ths implémentation of themg segregation plan.‘ e T P .

.’ 5
.

“

blncé the study wasg initiatedgﬁa consensus has developed concerning faqtoﬁe

. . - nxﬂq,ll
@ ¢ n~ ‘ v ,'Q\‘

' /
that affect the relationship betwben desegnegation and white flight It is be— L

' . P D SR
white Qig;pf). The results of the’ present study support ;hat position. : .\ ﬂ

s )

B 2 ) ”.? A 4
lieved that metropolitan type desegregatidn plans result in less r?sidehtial \

'
»

De egregation plans which incl de the reassi nment of white tudents ta
greg P; u S5 g £y 3\

fbrmerly Black schodls are believed to encourage white flight. «This effect was -

! o

evident ih Jeftersdh County as many'white students who were schedu&ed to attend
] »

formerly Blackfschools failed to do so. Accdrding to. Rosseli (l?78b),aparenﬁs - v

/

@tho avoid school deseg;egation are from higher socioacbnomio lavels than those o

)

who do'not The findings of ;ﬁfs studx,are consistent’ witﬂ that prdposition.~ : ~ﬂ

-Consistent witH the findings of this Btudy is. Rossell 8 suggestion that avoidance

t
of desegregation during the Eirst year ‘of impleﬁentation may take the form of
. W . B .
ttansfers to- non-public,schools rather than residential moves.‘#“

‘ Rosaell (1978a) has shggested a relacio€g;ip between the degree of dem\hstrae

£ wl BT v '

: tion and protest and wh%xg'fliﬁhtl Thsre was sbhigh 1evel of proteat 1n Jef~'~ o

ferson Coupty and. natiohnl and local televiaion cgverage made it pdsaible ﬁor .";

A » s
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y T“* 'WY!sidenta oﬁa cfferdon 06Unty who Liwpd7maﬂ9 milea frdm*the -g1te’ of the proteatav

voow co particibaua vicaqdously. Rosaell‘alao auggeata a nd&atiﬁnah&p batween the 3
e o . . ‘. - \,‘ . : ""a
%atternn of~ edia cqverage and the degree of wbiCe Eldght uxperienced when a,{ﬁ A

,
, *.

doaegregatiqn plan 18 implemented. .An 1nfovmal 9tudy Ln Jefferaon County showed

- B) - H g
o - Lhat newspapers»emphasized tho negqtiv aepecna‘ofﬂganqgregation (Poet, 1978)

h""‘w—-v) -- h

- This may hqve been a factor f”“nnngurag 8., MOVement td“ﬁh 1public schoq}po
- kN
, The hctions of tho Nixon and Pord adminiatnagipnd & reaolucely anczz\

bueing begtnnjng in the early 19701 8 (Orfield 1978)J The Supreme Court 8- . '\
m .
positLon on desegregacion haa become increABing&y consenvative. Daa agation’"“””
. " \ " v !
waa melemented in Jefferaon County atzx‘ﬁhe when oppoaition fo desegregation N

[{ e ) ? — "

. §
[ .and bualqg had reachead its apex. Citizens who resisted the thegregation plan L;y
s P '

e were encouraged Qy the support they perceived a? toming fron Washington. The

Jetferaon County Board of Education exhausted dvery Judicial appeal in resisting' Mg

_ . ]
¢« the deaegregation order. The county Judge (Jefferson CounLy 8 ohief executive

- . ¢

B ' oEEicar) tnterVened A'n the case and propbaed an alternate plan dasigned to

b

eltminate mandatory busing. Respected sbcial aciewtistc David Armor and James

Coleman served as consultantsin dovising the alternate plan (Newburg Area

\

: Council thu: vs ;kfferson Countyjpoard of Eduqation, '1976).. <The belief that :
[ Y
g;*_ © Whita flight would inevitably accompany desegregation and reault in aodeeline in
of' v the quality of education received suppgrt from many aegﬁents of aocietyé "It 18
probable that the statements ‘and uctione of political leaders and socilal sciqq}ﬂlte-,
}nfluenced the decisioha of many parents concerninggwhether or not’to avoid, parti—,.-"w
CLpatigp»in the deaegreg&tion plan. Predittioos of white flight may have in-- -
v .
. creaaad the amount of whita flight which a‘ B occurred, .. ., [
' . B ' ’ o R ' ! !
, ' Recommendqtiona “ ' _
v o s Polioy makera nust exercise paution in cénsidaring cha conoluaione and . *“f'
s reaommandaciona 8f daaegragation ecudiqa. E&Lh\gchOQl gianrict and community o
. . .?\ ) | : _ -
T 9 roo ’ A“. ' ‘ R * : i .
)-(‘»" e ‘ L o ' ' '.‘ | : ! v ' l 0\9 ' ,' | ¢ "!
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possesaes unique characteristics including ‘size, ratio of’ minority to majority'

1
L] -

-
-

v, population. aud prevailing attitudes wggth inf]uence tho reaotion to a dd!egré~

LY
'

gation plan. The plan ‘may be the reault of court action or a vquntary action
oE,tHa local school authority. The plan {h one diatrict may ba qu}ca differauc -/{/

~ - from t%at'in another. It may havo the characteristics of a metropolitan plan, .
o',’.

! -~

tha community, have areds axampt ﬁrom the tranaportation elemants of the plan,

wir .

' - - ; s :
and/or include magnet schools. The absegce or presence of Qbeee variations
s AN . ct g . . b

IRy wiIi influgmca the communities' reacqfons. The desegregatfom event, especially
. P Cy - " 3 ) : .'

v, ‘ ) . _ .
LE 4t comes throug‘ a‘court ordew, causes conaiderable.confusion in the schools

' 34 * and the community Dpta are d&fficult to obtain and validate «ven in the in— |

: .stance of an on sLte ﬁame study such as the one repdrtod here.
. . . A4 .
- The following;racommendationa are made: oo I

1. Mqtropolithn-type plans sheuld be used when possible bpcause _ T
residential moves outside the district are apparently minimized

by such plans. . . \ : | _ ,

e

'When the'blan includag attendance dreas exempt from busing, it

. N )
v » .

ls important that planners recognize that such areas may already

‘ ’ : . M

]

be in transition, and that schools in those areas may be resegre- ' .

gatad')h a short time, : . ' BN

».

Plans which involve busing white students to schools .which formerly

. . . ' . ! )
served'Black atudent8~should emphnsize. all poditive aspecgts of

that oducational environmbnt._ Attractiva eduaational programs

., N . 108 PR Lo v voa !

Y ) . " 2, L T o T T T

. . N
v, . ’ ' ’ v
& ! x

PO
- N

involve bmsing of only minorigy studenta, diroctly affact a large eegmant of , ka

l C" ¢ . * ‘ . W

should be.offored id those aqhqpla bacnuaa paronts apparently re- o 41 ?k
Jact achoola which thﬁy parceive as offering inferior. educatiOnal
L
brogramg’, © L .
- ) . . ‘
vV a - ’ A ’ ,




6. The coopatation and Leadership of “parochidl and dther non-publiec . "~
,’ ’ g ¢ R

school laaders can- ba affactiva wlen a pasagragation plqn ia ,' Lo

. A

implemented. Such COOperatiqn. 1£ obgpindd, can raduce tha numbar ' T
‘ : ¢ - :
of astudents who transfer from publiquco non~public schoola.. '

’ o

5. Whan a deaagragacion plaq 1s concemplacad community laaders shoulq

' mehﬁa;ze the pos}cive aspects of an integrated aociety,,including
; //;thfc?l. SOCialﬂ sconomic and-educational effactsy. ‘ﬁducntional ‘
s programs which emphasize thae echatidnal opportunicims in a-. '
desegragated system should be déaignnd and impleménted whunJ&

desaegregation plan is first consideraed and. time should bae provided ’

.

and chac poaitive effeccs on other community problamn may be achieved,

x\l

baaegregacion scudiee which investigaca white ﬁlighc must 1nclude )

- o '
L)

“analysis of establishad trands in birnhra R migratién, and public -

and non~29blic s¢hool enrellment. Failuqe to {nalude all factors

» »
-

which may ba contributing to a decline in white enrollment can %asulp

*in efronauua conclusiens goncarning the meuct df dasegragation on

-

*white enrollment, PoLicy mukars -and the public ara mislad when . .

[
-

“¥ndreasas in non-public school aurollment ara reportad ag rasidential

\

whig%-elignc.-'

7, rutpTa raacarch ahould ihcluda the study of tha relationship betwaeen

)

_ cho qualiCy~oﬂ educaeiou ‘and whitae' Elight. The ﬁollowing quesnionp
T .should be. addréaaad Can 4aoegragacion plans 'ba dooigned which, in _“‘ ’.‘ .“

the minda o} cha public, enhance the quality of'dducacion for all f%g

scudanca? Can concartud action on the part govurnmancal buainaaa. 3

. and aducaciona# leaday's Lnueill publLe confidance uhat hhc qualiﬁy ©




. . » N v\’.
] ! :

.
. .
. ' .

4 ‘ ’ ) ‘
desegraghcion plan? Whut 18 the relacionahip between concern

R . ; e )e s . 'F
. of education will remain stable or even be enhanced throﬁhﬁaa

}\
;‘Q:‘,ﬂbout quality of education and symbolic raciam? T , '
TR Moo s “
. 8.4 ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁhrveffofta Lo ascertain the effect pf the desegregation plan~
-, | . '
- on residential patterns within Jefferson County should be -
- ’ ‘
undertakag when 1980 census data become available‘o ..
« ’ ) i : '
9. As case studidy of other metropolitan type desegregation plans |
bacome availa?&g, qbé find{ngs should be compared. '
_ é ' , i . ,
L ’ '
v ‘
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é R ‘ -Population .
.4 w10 1975 1976
s S . v ’ ‘
Jefferson County Total ’ ’ o
" % Population | . 695,055 697,780 o
.Population under 18- 247,297 . 216,040
Black population ' 95,388“
o . . -~ Average household inco?e o T $15,808
Planning Area 1 o _ ' - :
Lo ~ Population 99,767 86,973 —
v ' Ropulation under 18 , 37,981 30,814 '
' ‘Black population - . 65,053 " . §
Average household income . ' $10,910
Y < . . .
‘ Manning Area 2 . . o e
¥ Population -~ » 93,320 89,989
Population under 18 : 29,771 25,511 o
Black population . S 1,367 Ct
_Average household income . N _ v $13,328
*  .Planning Area 3 . ' ) o
Population . 70,753 . 62,338
. Population under 18 19,952 16,179
. « - Black populgtion 17,243 A
-~ Average hougehold tncome ' S 8,449
. A ' , .o .
- Planni Area‘Q _ . '
P - Pgﬁzlation . ~ 97,795 92,210
Population under 18 = . - 26,478 .20,071
Black populatdion - ~ 703 N
Average household income ' : ' $177%06
Planning-Area 5 ° v
~ Population ' ' .66,505 76,153
Population updér’ 18 23,940, . 21,606 :
Black population . 1,806 . ¢
v Ayerage household income S B 824,949
Planning Area 6 - ) ) o
P@pulation . 69,640 87,434 B
‘ Population under 18. 28,370 29,846 '
Black population - 1,549 ' e >
Avarage household income : . ‘ T 819,660
Planning Area 7 g : , N
Population - ) 76,757 - 84,968 . '
Population under 18 ‘ 32,543 31,206 C
. e Black population’ 5,345 - - .
" Average howsehold income ' C o $13,084
" [ ,
»
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. I"ll'h.{xning Arga 8
- -. Populdtion . :

P
o

Population under 18
Black population .
Average househpld income

'
.

Planning Area 9

©

Population B
Population under 18 .
Black popwylation )
Average household income

»

4

.

4

1970

53,575

19,539

2,251

66,943

28,723

271

C Ao

©$16,201

$17,633

<




-

\

.-

. Population Change-Black 1960-1975

P !

[4

% Y
. This indicator affords an overview of general
= movements of the black popuiation by plan- .
ning area during the 15 years slnce 1960.

During the 1960 s, the black population in.
wastern Louisyille ingreaséd by-about 23,000
- persons (haif again the 196Q population} whila
the black. popylation in Jefferson County asa ~
whole only grew by about 17,000 persons.
During this same period, the oniy.other plan~
ning area to lose a sjgnificant number of blacks
~ the central Louisville area - declined by about
8,400. This evidence suggests that at least a
. portion of central Loulsville blacks took -
.« advantage af the housing opening up in
western Louisville. .

The only other roglbm shuwlnq a largo
increase in black population before 1970 was,
Planning Area 8.'Betwaen 1980 and: 1964, the
~ number of blacks in that area remained vir-
tually unchangod at around 100." During the

»

w

4

. numbers of blacks left t

Kot

° &’ ‘

35
- =~
3
Pz,

-

next slx_ybara. howadver, that figure.jumped
more than twenty ~fold to 2,250 by 1970.

[

Between 1970 and 1975, black population *
¢ increasss in western Louisville stabilized while

two new arnas of black gfowth became es-
tablished. Planning Area 8 doubled in black
population to about 4,800; blacks in that area
now comprise 9% of the total population.

Additionally; during this five-yelr: period, the
black population in the Okolona-Fairdale-

Newburg region aimost-doubled to 9,100,

. .@iving blacks about 11% &f the populano'n o

It appears that, in the last 15 years as income
levels for at least someiblacks rose, growing
icity for the suburbs.
Howevar, much of thé increase in.biack
populotlon has occurred along the. borders of
previously black areas {Planning Aroa 8) of In
black suburban areas such as Newburg (Plan-

ningsArea 7). There is no avidence that this -

movement is going into- planning aredas which
have beeh almoat ontlmly white in mo past.
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IR P E -+ Jefferson Coum:yb A
A Net Migration Estimates for thé Wbite Population

o i : . ! . !
" . € ) i Rt N ) N

. - . \ . . R
' . . Net Mi ration. o . v S
.- Lo Bt - ‘ .
[ e % : ot '

© 0 age Y. . 11960 ~ 1965 19654~ 1970 . ){970 - 1975 - .
L. " ,-_ - R o ) “;*dyt ™ . .o

r ALl Ages 247 | s 7,450 .
v‘ .\ : A . ':’ " v . . ' - ... . ' L “ n e s ' \: : ‘ \l
0= T 5,860 ) g 6,793 - L
L] * . e g e w LN . s . - ) ‘,' .
x§f9 - ! _8,599 ! / f4’365 . o =454 e s

10-14  -1,613 . o <432 784

15-19 I T N -,d27 0 =2,308

. 20-24

g6t B T X 1 T
Y 5-39  , . 1,7.8.1' - o 3,338 - . 585 ¢ |
0234 : 147 1,817 o 1',15'9: C
35-39.. . : ,,-277 S 11 o -
e 4044, --355' '- " - | -136 v -337 o
: W49 7 - =368 | LY e ~109 )
50-54 T X B -80 7Y A
£ SR R 3 o ~426 |
- 60-64 et 163 . 348

o

Tt og5-69 832 ..t =682

9e76 7 3,982 B =383

3
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. * described by jhryock and Siegel in The Methods, and_Mat:ar;tal of _ 1Y

v°1.\n, pag 7or \ o | o A 0 ’u

A .\ . v ‘ l . ’ . ' . ' .

. , . A ' . ’ L K \ ' ' ! &

A Thi\a table was ﬂurnished by De. Jpmes. Brockway Populatalon A
. -, esearch Divmsion, Urb” Studdes pantax, Unﬂ.vexau:y of: S | ;!

. LOUiﬂVillho' . . . 6 ‘A ' , : ' oo ! '




A

» s -
APPENDIX B
. ' T

[y

. 3

: *éwSﬁRONOLOGY OF DESEGREGATION EVENT§ IN
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1971 - 1975. .
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June 215 1971 |
“June 28, 1971

ouly; 13, 1971

. June 21, 1971

Aygst 7, l§7l .
August 21, 1971

" June 22, 1977

July 10, 1972

«§

Soptcmbkr 6, .

$

Pacembas 1

.5(.

A GHRONOLOGY '0F- DESEG

d ‘ A
JEFPERSON COUNTY . ' -2
1971 = 1975 . 4 » ;

{

A

The United §rates Daepartment of Health, Bducation and Wal-
fdre ordared tha Jeffargon County Boaxrd of Education to
remove the !'racial idantity" of Noawburg Elementaxy School,

_ Th; Jaffarson Councy Board of Education approvaed saven -

plans for degpagregating Newburg School by "p&iriqgﬂ 1nﬁ
with othaer schobla.. , ) :

[
LY

HEw'féjacced all saven plans. 20 i oo
’ B! *

. Jaffaerson Circuit Judge Marvin J, Scarnbaf@ rula? that the
~ Louigville School System's "minority trangfer plan" for in-

creasing integration was unconstitutional and that the sys- .
tem was iucdﬁyated, '

-
o

The Jeffarson' County, School Roard votad to nlgs tha HEW
deadline for’ desagregating Nawbukg School. It also votad
‘to cdncinua.nagot;ationn with federal officials,

Kehcucky‘c1v%1 Libarties Union (KCLU) ‘and Lagal Aid Sociaty

>

attornays ed suit in U.S¢ Districe Court, asking for do=

segregatioy of "the, Jaffavson County Schoo
- .

KCLU and National Association. for the Advancement of

Colored Paople (NAACP) attornays filed a guit asking for

desagregation of tha Loujsville schools througly annexation

pt,all tha area ingide the city limits but outgide tha
present city school boundariea, \\ '

8ystem,

dmmediataly afterwnrda,‘the Kentucky Commission on Human
Rights ‘filed an intervention suit agking that ‘desagraga-
tion be achieved through wergar of the Louisvilla, ’
dafferson County and Anchoraga school syatams,

Louisville and Jeffarson Coudcy Fadaration of Teachars

filad an intarvention suit agking that the Louieville

schools ba dasegragatad by. annexing a substancial part
of Jaffersoun County school district, ineluding the 4ch
class citiedof St, Matthews—and Shivaly, . T
. p 0 ¢ ‘

u.8, dkphri‘b Judge Jame F. Gordon ruled that he would
nde ordér merger or anndration ~ method of desegrega
tion, He also dismigae Anchefage from the guit, o

Trail began before Judga Gordon oh the
the Lagal Ald Sociaty 4nd the NAACP,
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March 8, 1973 -

" October 3, lé?B -

Dacember 28, 1973 -

v
\
'.~\

-

’

dunhary 6, 1974 -

L
N
Y

Jatuary 14 “ 1974 &

£

&

T
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" Gordon dismissed the sults against the Louisville and
+ Jafferson County school aystems, ruling that both systems
vere integrated. An attorney™Mpr the civil~rights groups
sald thay woyld  appeal Gordon's decision. -
The U.S., 6th Circult Court of Appeals in Cincinnati hg&td
oral arguments from both sides of the desegregation auit,

The Circuit Court of Appeal& Drdered a desegregation plan
prepared for all achool districts -d.oulsville, "Jefferson
County and Anchorage, reversing Gordon's decision. The
Court.set Saptember of 1974 as the effective date for de-'
segregation to take place.

The District Court (Judge Gordon) has the responsibility
for ordering the broad outline of a desegraegation plan.
Any one off four options may be uged by thg District Court:
JXAn intra~district plad which would bring about desegrega-

tién within each school district, without crossing other
school district lines. ¢

e —

An inter-digtrict plan which wpuld bring about desegrega-
tion through exchanging children acruss school district
lines, but which would leave each school district intact
as a legal entity, :

*A unitary district plan which would merge al) three
school systems and desegregate within the district.,

-

*A coumbinatdon of the inter- and intra-district options.

The Metropolitan or county-wide plan ha# been supportaed by
the Louisville Board of Education in the avent that deseg-
regation takes. place, It would involve both city and
county staff and students, and would attempt to insure at
plap that! would be maximally aequitable to all involved.

'Thp Jaffaragn éounty Board of Education announced it would
appeal the gircuit Court ruling to the Supreme Court .
Louisville Board will join the Jaffarson County Board in

» the appeal, but only to protect its position that any da~-

sagregation plan should be county-wide and not limitad to
Just the cicy. 7

The Jaffqréon County Boatd of Education fdimally filad a .
‘wotion with the Y.8. Cipeuit Court of Appeals, asking for:
a"yostponement of the court's desagraggtion orher unt {1

March 5 to allow tdme for an appeal to the U.S, Supreme
C()u!‘to N‘ ] - . !

[}
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b N ' ’ The Anchorage.digsrict, in .a rqlated maotion, asked,the

court for a rehearing on the grounds that the all-white
. - ' ,8chool system shouldn't hava baen included in the Decem-

~ S * 'ber 28 order ‘because it was dismissed from ‘the Qri%jnal
¢ ’ ' » desegregation suit before Lt came to trail.,, s

s . / o o Nw
A January 30, 1974 -~ The U.$. 6th Circuit Court of Appaals‘den$ed the Anchorage
e < Board of Education's request for a rehearing on an order

- that the’ one-school district bd included in a desegregatdion
plan'for Lduisville and Jeffarson County,

' [ . -

Murch'ﬁl, 1974 -+ The Jefferson County Board of Educntio? formally Egok the ‘
CS Louigville school district's requeht for merger unde¥ ad- P
A * visement. In 1ts resolution, the county school board said
. W it J'does hereby express an interest in the request” and
) A will stydy the proposal as well as seek a4 joint meeting

o

) with the city school board. .

LY

« March 12, 1974 | N U.S. Judge James F. ‘Gordon of- the Western District of
\ Kentucky set up a gimetable of .30 dayg for working out a
desegregation plan but qffdred no guldelines for accom- .
plishing the mandate get forth by the U.,3. 6ch Circuit
Court of Appeals, h ‘ '

: /
< ' A second order joins the Kentucky Stpate Board of Tducation
and Lyman Ginger, Kentucky Superintéddent of Public Educa-
- ) tion, as defendants in the suit, making them subject to any .
- ‘ court orders that may be necessary to carry out the desag-.
regation plans. N P %' ]
Tha ordar says further that after’the plan or plans are
> ' filed, the civil-rights groups will have 30 days to file
. . objectipns or alternate plans. . ( ' : "
March 13, 1974 ~ House Passed School-Mergar Bi1l, 57 to 24, House Bill
’ " . #640 now goes to the Senate. The bill would set up Beven ,
districts, based on Cdisus tracts, and each would elact
onae board membar, The bill would only become effactiva
after merger. * ’ A

' March 14, 1974 = In a public display of unity, the Louisville and Jeffarson
NS " County school supaerintendents told. the Senata Education
. S . .Committée that mefger of tha two systems by July 1 is a
. ; - fovagoﬂh;cohcluafﬁn. Louisville Superintendent Newman '

Walker afnouncad for the firat time that he bas agraad to .
be deputy duperintendent under county Superi .andant Richard
o Vgntoose in the merged syntem. Ct

March 19, 1974 - A close Housa vote put Kentucky in the/list of states call«
o ing for a faderal odnecicuc@onal convention to prohibit .

[

v

<€
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.

T @ o P : ! . ' T ' « ) '
' | W\\\w . buaing-for racial balance. Kentudeky now becomes the 15th »
stata (3} states or.3/3 nedessary to force Congress to . b
b - congider the move) to join the convention call, . The Senate
vy Co s has approged the résoldtion@qnd the meagure. now goas to the o
govaernox for his signature, o N

L33

March 20, 1974 *©  ~ Senate gives final approval tL-Houae BL11 #640 (Louisville-
, - Jaffarson County échool\marger bill) which now goes to the |
- govermor . R e C ) )
March 22, 1974 ~  The 1974 General Assembly passed and sent 'to Goveinor’ r
. : - Wendell Ford a permissive tax package fot the Louisville |
and Jafferson County achools as well as tye.Ahéhorugataysm
te, <SB #206, which will continue ghe current fchdaol occu- . :
pational-tax rate of three-fourths of one percent. .After T
January 1, 1975, with Fiscal Court appnovab,faiﬁher an in-
v - come gyrtax of up 20 percent or a J percenp Utility tax .
' or ‘some combination pf both may be levied. '\i ¢ .,1{

March 23, 1974 yﬁﬁﬁ;l.n'The Jefferson Cdpnty $chool Beard:files a petitipn with the ;
- " YU U.S. Supreme Court asking for a veview.of the lower court's i
"7 L. (U.S. Circuif Court of Appeals) decision,. s ' o

U.S. Supreme( Court, ‘asking the court to provide for eithar
“m$ZropoliCa ! desegragation in the Louigville area,. or a* -
revlew of the lower#court's desegragation order. The peti- '
e tion states the'Louisville system is appealing onlyibagauge
the county and Anchorage digtricts are appealing, .

The Louisvillainoard of Education filad a”paticiop ué‘cha " \;

. ) ',
March 27, 1974 . - Eha Anchorage Board of Education mails a lagal brief 3o'the
'U.S. Supremp Court, contending that the diatrict never had
its day infbourt. The bridf also states that "all child-
rdn" who.apply to the Anchorage school are accepted with- °
0 ochxegard to- rage, "provided they livae within the bound~ .
o .

+ aride of the Afchorage school district," .
. - " . «"!\5 4
March 29, 1974 -~  Governor Wendall H, Ford ;igna Senate Bf1l #206 for schfol:
taxes. . v « ‘ )
v <April 10, 1974 - <  The Anchorago Sﬁhool Board files intagration plan in the
U.8. District Court inJLoulgvilla. ‘ .
v ¢ v d Y ‘ E B
April 11, 1974 ~  City,PGounty f1lé joint.desegregation plan, v
[ Y . . < : .
& Aprily 17, 1972 = The Loulsville and Jeffarson County Fadaration of Teachers

file a document in V.S, Distridt Gourt (Louiasviila) JAuesi=
. - tioning cartain gepacts of ‘the propowed school~desggregas
N a tion plan for Louiaville dnd Jefferdon County, (The fad~ -

- ¢ "J eration hecame an intervening plaintiff in the desagragation
. Y sutt tnvolving Louisville, Jeffarss County atid Anéhorage W
. ‘public schoola in July 1972, when ith\qghad that edby -~ -
- o i8¢hools ba desggregated by annexing a eubstantial part of | R
o the "countl uo'mSl dietrict,) .o ‘ c P

L] ) “ . (

‘ \\* ) '
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April 18, 1974 Civil-rights attorney Robert Sedler says that the groups- o
. v ' ' -"he pepresents won't plgn to file &n alternate schogl de~ o

' . sagregation plan.Qch,U.S._Diaprict Codrt here = -« o

o - SO (Louisville), . = ot t S '

1]

. April 19, 1974 o Papers were mailed to-Supreme. Court by Lexingtou ac;o;hey;"¢
A : Robert Sedler, telling tW¢ high court that it is "somewhat
L incongruous" for the th}¥: Jeffarson County achool boards ‘
' to appeal a desegtegation order when two of ‘them have sub-
witted a "model" plép to U.S. Disfrict Court in Louisville, =~ -»

i

April 25, 1974 -~ The -"}:oui'aviile Education Asgociation (LEA) files papgrs in
. U.S. District Court asking Judge James Gordon's permfwsion
to intervene on behalf of the city system;le;lQO teaq%era.

i . 'y i . .
April 29, 1974 L - Firsbgjoint meeting of the Louilsville and Jeffergon County
e school board pembers to discuss merger. Co

¢

May 7, 1974 " - NAACP leaders back integfation Plan A.

. \ ' ‘ . t . . . ] -~ . .
May 8, 1974 . = Jefferason Couhty Schools ealign staff,. dim marger_proe-, JE.‘
N pects. S N -

May" 13, 1974 . - City, couhty offepxseparate pupil assignment plans to
. - . Judge. - . f .

t C

H "

Ma§‘24, 1974 - Jefferson County Schbolg‘éubmit to Judge new plan - -
. ' Plan C - claiming minimized busing. '

‘ June 6, 1974 -  Civil-rights groups file brief asking Court to order mer -
i . e ger of the Jeffaerson County, Loufsville and Anchorage . -
- 8choold. The briéf states accaeptance of Plan A, filed
praviously by Jefferson County and Louisvilla, and rejects
. ?lan‘C, filed May 24, by JaffersonfCounty, :

o June 11, 1974 -, Lawyers for all plaintiffs, and fhoge representing thé

: « achool systems meet with .Judga Gordon for ¥nstructions, °
, o and setting the date for tha hearing. The \udge urged
- . the threa achool systems A merge by July 14, 1974, the

o _ date det for the hearing of the desegregatiok case,

+July 8,'1974 © =~ Two school boards agk desegregation delay, -
. . . . . ® - . " v
July 16, 1974° - Hearing beforae Judge Gordon on Desagregation of" . Louisville,
. ' .Jgffarson County and Anchorage. Judgd‘scrohgly implies -
i - he'll order merger here. Louisville Schogls defand Plaa A, -

July 18, 1974 -, -Jetferson County $chools defend Plan ¢ B
j ' | B

S
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July 19, 1974

: S

July \23 1974
. J)nl '

JuLy 25, 1974

July 29, 1974

August 1, 1974

-

{
August 8, 1974

' .
- August 29, 1974
y : Y

1‘.’_

ey

August 30, 1974

.,
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new Plan X to be aubmilced npxt_Tgadﬁqy. July 23,
Assoclate Superintendent, Vito Brucchieri, Jefferson |

-

" ware appointed by Judge Gordon to draw up new Plan X as .
8 joint effort of both school systems. ' .

| Judge Gordon accepts
'for City and County t
1s included in busing.

H

3lan X and orders merger and busing
fils fall.. Anchorage school system .

I

ﬁigh Court (Supreme Court). upsets Detyoit buqing order.
. Bouigville-mrea school plan cancelad as most cross~dig-

trict bueing barted, Case.raferred back‘;o 6th Circtit,

2 .

N Civil-rights
and.pusing.

H

groups ask Court to rsingpatéiséuool merger
»
- Louisville and Jefferson County systems File separate =
court briefs today asking U,S. 6th Gircult Courg of

Appeals not to grant a request by three civil-rights
groups for reinstatement’ of U,S. District James .Gordon's

order merging the two systems as part of a desegregation . .-

plan involving the busing of more than 30,000 dtudents.

i

Anchorage Seeks Release from Suit. Papers filed Jlast

week with appellate court by attorneys for Anchotage, -

sald tle 350-student séhool system was neither a "neces- -
. sary or appropriate" party in light of the U.S. Supreme

Court's decision last month on- school desegregation in

U.S. 6th Circuit Court of Appeals gched; ew oral agru~
wents for October 14 in the Louigvilla-J son County
gchodl desegregatign case..
by ¢iwilerights groups to have a merger~busing order rein-

- gtated, [, - . . ' ' .

’

b 0y

- A br!%f filed today¢by,the Louieville,ﬁoard of Education:~“

asks the U,S. 6th Circuit Court of Appeals to change its
 tind and rule thd Louisville school sydtem desegragated,
‘The brief contends that a recent U,8,
sdon has ruled out the possibility of
reflation plan here pven
segregatad, and asks' the
, March 1973 rul_ing‘b}‘;,u.s.

an ‘effective dedegs

District Judge Jumas ¥, Gordon.

“ . In a brief filad todax,oh bahalf of a coalitidu'pf‘civir~ N

Loulsville and Jeffaraon
racdal degagragation is dic-

rights groups, merger of the
County Schools to accomplish
~tated, rather than deniad - by

» ~
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- Judge Gordon rejects both Plan®A and Flan .C. He orders .

County Schools, and Dr, Frank Rapley, Louisville Schoolp,

The court also denied a motion

Supreme’ Court deai-

1f the Louisvilla system.is ruled -
6th Circuit Court to rainstatq @

4 U.S, Supreme cmurq‘ide‘cisim’
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August 30, 1974

Augusd 30, 1974

“

September 13, 1974
Septeﬁber 14, 1974
P4 s ) .
September 15, 1974

: <
<

October 14, 1974 ' -

Nv
November 6, 1974

dJ

November 11, 1974

November 20, 1974

November 25, ;§74

December 2, 1974

- Rights=-coalition brief $4ys desegregation still needed

“i Detrodt case, is atated. R

I

The Jafferson County, Board of Educatipn filed a brief con- _
tending that the U.S.. 6th Circutlt Coggc of,Apppala was - -
wrong whan it Concluded that’ the schdol system was segre-
"gated, and that the 6th Circuit Court should review dta *
earlier ruling, : - . | T '

= . In a special session late yesterday, the Jefferson County
" Board of Education, votied to challenge the cqustitutional- .
ity of a new state law designed to ensura minority repra-
sentation ¥n the school board that woyld be created by a
merger of the county and Loulsville school aystems.

- Anti*busing"group';ays.Appeals Court failed to use Supréme“f

Gourt standards. Brief filed with court;

~ 'Sghool systems can‘deségregate separately, cohﬁty~brief .
contends, Brief filed with court. . o .

v i)
¢

filed with court, - " ‘

- A three-judge panel of thé’Q.S. 6th Circuit Cgu.m: of "
- Appeals conducts second hearing on desegregation case ‘ .

against Loudsgville, Anchorage and Jefferson County (Judge =

Wade H., McCree, Jr., Jtdge William E. Miller, and Judge -

J.H. Phillips.) - . ) X

:Jqffereon County Scl'\ools Superintendent Richard Vl’&ﬁ

announces his retirement effective Decembar 31, 1974,

#

4

-~

- The Louiaville Board of Education voted to seek merger
- with the Jefferson County School System by January 15,
1975, "or as soon.ag possible thereafter.”
= Jefferson Coudty Boayd of Education files an amendment - - v
', %0 a suit filed Sepfember 3, 1974, té broaden the suit
*ho, that' it challenges the constitutionality of the state - y

, lave that would apply to merger of the Louisville and '
Jeffergon County schools. Qe

L
L)

- County denieq'city school-mergaer biﬁ, pendihg ouf&ome of » !
ite court action. ¢ : e S '
: oo

A ‘ '/’ ’
-, City gghpols hand issue of mepger to state board. The .
Louiswlle Board of Hducation votad uganimously to go
to Kentucky State Board of Education within a woek with. -
4 request for simple mexrger with the Jeffaerason 00§hty .
Sehool System. v o R
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Decembar 4; 1974 |

| .

‘Dacember 10, 1974

+ December 11, 1974

&

‘ Decé&bqr 17, 1974

0
"January 6, 1975

’
.

% January 8, 1975

January 13, 1975¢

-

o
X
E)

»
»

Hearing before Judge LyndoQ R..Szh' -6't%ft validicx P
.of two school-merger laws == 197 640)arnd;1952 —fﬁﬁmh.
as challenged by the Jefferson Cou Board|of Educatigif?
) Lo c

L &( R . K A
Jafferson County Board of Education names Ernest C.
Grayson Superintendent, effective Jandary 1, 1975.

[

* The UyS. 6th Circuit Court of'Appeals today ;ﬁingtated,
~its December 28, 1973 order requiring the federal, colrts .

' district lines "shall impose no baryier" to effetttve
- desegregation, . " . : '

The ' December 28 order was "modified" to provide that any
desegregation plan prepared in the U.S. District-Court
here would not go into effect until: C G

"All appeals in .connection with such an order have been
exhausted or, in the event no appeals gre taken, until
the time for such appeals has expired." s :
co e .
. ) or '
* . Until the start of the 1975-76 academic year, at the
‘hearliest.. . . ) t '
= Jefferson Circuit Judge Lyndon R. Schinid today ruled un-
constitutional two laws that provide fbr Louisyille
sahool, board reprqpentation'on the board of a newly mer-
ged city-county school distriet. ) -

- The Jefferson Countﬁ school board voted to appeal the
Court of Appeals order to the U.S. Supréme Court. The

eity said it, too, Yghld appeal.

a3

a
»

- Thé Louisville Board of Education in a b%ief fi1led in .
federal court said if & county-wide degéegragation plan
1s called-for - Plan X should be implemented.

= County attorney Fulton filed brief stating the motion by .
Civil—righys attorneys to reinstate Plan X be overruled,
He argues that Plan X violates a federal law epacted aftar

- . the desegregation plan was drawn up, (Pian X"is "contrary
to proviefons" of the Educatioral OpportunitissfAct of
1974 pgpsed by Congress August 21, 1974) "

.= The Lotlsville'Board of Education £1ldd a brief asking the

i

antucky Court of Appeals to overrule a lowér court's deci-
sion that would deny city bodrd members seats on a merged’

board of education ™ .

e £ "

C «

here "to formulate a desegregation plan" in which schoole .-

. N

&
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January 39, 1975 - Goxdon ordered the Jefferson County ayatem to draw up a
daaegregation plan. . : . :
v i . . PR ]
3§ "
Maxeh, 1975 - - State Superintwndent of instructiop ruled or merger of
‘ 4he boarda by April 1. . .
March, -1975 -  Kentucky Court of Abpegls overturned the lower cdurcs.-¢;
'ruling and eatablisﬁad-a 10 member board of education.
o N
April 21, 1975 - The U.S. Supreme Court® denied appeals of’ Jefferson County
. 1 Board of Education. X & , »
-April 30, 1975 - Jefferson Gounty Plan submitted. . o
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Secondary Clusters

Grades 7-8 only
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@ “C) dot — The letter “C" in 0 dot Indicotes X
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CLUSTER e . o6 Black . CLUSTER4 ' % Black
'DUVALLE MIDDLE, 3500 Bohne Ave. . JW T SHAWNGE MIDOLE, 4007 Herman 31, 1925
OYRRETT, QR Presion Highway . Ty e - DOSS, 2600 SF: Aqdrews Chiurch Road 6N
SQUTHERN (Co.). 8420 Presion Highway : o ¢ _PLEASURE RIDGE” PARK, 5%0) Greawood Road ny
* HIGHLAND, 1100 Norriy: Place, - * o runo, . STUART, 401 Valiley Station Road . 16N
* LASSITER, 8200 Canateworth Orive L en - VALLEY, 10200 Oixie:Hignway L
KNIGHT, 9500 Blue Lick Roag 18T, . CONWAY. 6300 Terry Road Y et [T
FAlRDALE 1001 Fawdale Road__ R S A , FROST, 13100 Sangray Bivd.” ~ ] 184
. . . R : . WlLuAMS 2418 Rockiorg 1,3 R ] 202
CLUSTER2 : VAN 2 a2 -
*MEYZEEK MIDOLE, 528 S, J . L EX&‘MPTEDSCHOOLS ' -
BALLARD, 6000 Brownsborg R A 7Y BROWN, 118 W _Grosdway . " .
"KAMMERER. 74) Weworo Read ™ T BRUCE MIODLE, 1300 indian Trail ' T
CROSBY. 3d Gatetigyse Lane b 130 BUTLER JUNIOR HIGH, 722 Crums Late et Jrles c
* (EASTERN, 12400 Oid Sheibyviile JRoga . . & . 'MYERS MIDDLE, 1815 Klondike Lane : 1%/
WAGGENER. X0 §. Huboaras Lane ‘ 98 - NEWOURG MIODLE, 5008 wdian Trall . . 1
WESTPORT, 8100- Westport Road . N NOE MIDDLE, 12) W. Lee SI. L - - nn .
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+ FERN CREEK, 915 Fern Creek Roaa - 18-24 " WOERNER DLE, 1418 on AVQ T o 637
CARRlTH?“E. 4320 Billtgwn Roaq, L A 19 24 . ERNE W‘L‘* 2] — - IR
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e * Procedures for taldulatlng'fxpacted Enrol |ment -
:h ' ' - > . S T . ) "
I. -High Shoals, Junior ngh Schools, Middle Schools
RO 1€ﬁ"A Formerly white v K. - ' . 4
q 11, Nhlte enrollment - B - o / o
- -2, The number of white students enrolled”ln the 197475
Se s ~ year was multiplied by a yplue that corrects for a drop
: , 1n wnite enrollment ‘based bn the trend study.
iy S b, From the ‘above was subtracted one-sixth ofbthe.number
N . ) “ of white students. The resulting amount is the white
L : expected enrollment : ¢
e . 2. Black enrollment : ) _
1 ]
. 2. The number 5 Black students enrolled ln the 197375
v, © year was multiplied by a value that ‘corracts ‘for a ‘drfop
: in Black enroliment based on the trend study ‘
b. To this value was added a valye equal to«one slxth of
the white enrgliment in that particular school The
resulting, amount is the expected enngiﬂment of Black
. T students. ‘ ¢
o v‘ B. Formerly Black R
R s RS
o o 1. White enrollment : ’ ‘
' a. The number of white students enrolled\in the 1974-75 y
£ dar. was multlnlled by a value that corrected for a drop
1n white enrol ant basad on the trends - study.
e © % b, Jo- this wag addad 2 value “aqual to Five sikth of the g
‘ ' Bback envoliment in that particyjar school. The resulting =
| - L amount is thé expectgd wnlte onrollmont ‘ ve .
oo _ ..
L 2, Black enro]lment ' ‘g S o ,
- ] )
0 L a. The numbar of Black students enrolled 1n the 197475
BT B © year was multiplied by a value that corrects for g drop
' in Black enroliment based on the trand study.,
A : ~ b, From the above vas subtracted 3 valua aqual &o f*%e s4xth
- . of the above Black anroliment in. that particular school.
; / « »~. The nasultlng wmount 1§ tha axpacted enr611Mnnt of Black'

\ . ) ‘,V“studant\ -l 9 RN W

wo*
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C, Exaempt Schdﬁﬁs
1. whdte enrol1ment ,

a. White enrollmhht was determined by multiplying the
number of white students enrolled during the 1974-75 .
school year by a value that correctad for a drop in
white enrollment basad on the trend study. :

A
'

2. .Bjack.enrollment_ Do

9;3 Black eﬁrol1ment4wa§ determine& by multiplying the
"number of Black students anrolled during the 1974-75
's¢hool year by a value that corrected for a drop 1n
white enrollment based on the trend stqu

N )

-

0. Schools that were formerly 1nteqrated

« ~

1. White students | B ' v

a.- White enrollment was determinad by multiplying the
, number -of students enrolled in the 197576 year by
« the percent of white students 4n the entire system,

‘b. Black'enrol1ment was determ1néd by multiplying the ..

number of, students énrolled in the 1975-76 yaear by
the parcent of Black sgudents in the entige systaem.

" II. Elementary Schools

A Formerly white

1. White envtliment

The number of white students-enrolled in t?a 1974475 -
yedr was multipTied by a valua that corrects for a drop
in. white enrol ment based on the trend study.

From the above was subtractad one sixths of the number
of white students. ‘The resulting amount 1x the wh1te '

- axpdcted enroliment. b ‘

. N

2. " Black enrollment )

a. The number of Blaék students anrolled {n the 1974-75
.- year was multigliad by a value thdt corracts for a drop
in Black enrol ment basad o0 tho trand study.

. To this value was added a value equal %o one sixths,gf

. tha white anrollment in that part school, The

7 rasulting amount 1s the expeg enr011ment of Black ..
studentsﬁhu |




o | " v 3 | T V) . ‘
- B, Fqgma?ly Black ., . . . l(
; 1. wh1e9 enrollment ‘ '

f a. The number of white students enrolled in the 1974-75 . '
- year. was mult1?lieq#by a value that corrected for a drop °

. in white énroliment based on the trends study.

> . b, Vo th1§.wa§ added a value equat to four sixths of the
o Tack enrollment in that particular school. The resulting !
amount 1s ‘the expected white*anroliment.

: 2. Black enrollment )

. a. The number of Black ‘students enrolled in the 197475 .
year was myltiplied by a value that corracts for a drop .
in Black enroliment based. on the trend study. -

b. " From thé above was subtéactqd a value equal to-four sixths
of the above Black enrollment of Black students.. The v

-resulting amount is the aexpected enrollment.of Black
students. - ' : ‘

' ‘ » ) j . . ‘ } . *:
C, Exempt Schools: . o " . : .

1. Whtte enroliment . ‘ : B
a. White enroliment wag determined py'mult1ply1nd the number
of white students errollad.during the 1974-75 school year

- by a value that corﬁected for a drop in‘white enrolliment
-based on'the trend study. : ‘ 1

- o

@“‘ 2. Black'enroliment

a. Black enroliment’was determined by mu1t1g1y1ng the number -
of Black students.enrolled during the 19/4-75 school year .
. by a value that correctad for a dropr in white enrollment
, based oh the trend study. ——— .. '

"D, Schools that ware formerly jntegrated x
1. White students -

“a.” White enrollment was'detarm1ned by multiplying the number
. ;. . of students enpotled in the }975~76 year by the percent
; ~of white students in the.ent{re system. _ -

: . b, Brack anrollment was determﬁned“b \mu1t1p1y1ng the number
. - .~ of students enrolled in the 1975-76 year by the parcent of -
y Black students in the entire system. ' : )
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE' AND RESULTS - YEAR- 1
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N / ) . .
~Hello 1is this :
Univargity of Loufsville is
County to a neighboring county,

How many changes in residence have you had in the la

»

Are yoa renting or. are yéu'bﬁy

1.

2,

.. “BL11 Husk: $81-4565

you may refuse to ansWer
. take more than-5 minutes. May I bagin?

Renting

Buying

9

!

\

\ Q@

Intérview Schadule

iwf? o

-A&"ﬁrﬁiQWari; R

Reschedule: Date:

Survey Code Number:

t

Intorviev Dates__' ~ * :

)

! v

. '..

'

at ten (10) years?

Ware you renting or were yop buying in Jeffaraon County?

1.

Renting

2. ﬁuying

How 1 ng had you b

iWﬁy did you mova?l -

A,

4

/

een planning to

x
‘

s

.

\.

R

n o

movi?
3

? (Interviewer give name). A group at the
contacting’ fymilies who have moved from Jefferson- -
Do you Have avfew mihutes? Your name was rap-
domly selacted from a list provided by the Jaffarson County School Bystem of
people who moved within the past two (2) years,’
you a few brief questions,
in confidgn%e;@

I would Jike your comsent to anlke
All information gathered in this survay will be held
Any of the quastions asked.” It shouldn't

4

Y-

4



N, N A O
[ / v '
L | -
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. B : ]
. R ,
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1

/ n'b Where do :tha adults in your

What 18 his/her dhcupatlzic'm?' .

. Occupation

. . Huaband " ) kN k) v -
Wife "
N
, ~ Other | “ )
&
Y . . ﬁ' ) "‘-"
& l What 1s the appvoximate distance they nugt drive to work? . o
x ‘ Miles ime - %
Husbang " | . ST
Y ‘. ‘ " “‘_-—F'-—‘ .
_. \ ¢ ‘? Wife i "&‘
V Other 1 _ ’ - o
| Other 2 ° \ -~
< . -
8. What 1is the approximate distance they drove to work prior to your 7move8
: g c . ) \ . Miles T1ime
N . | ) _
N %luvabnnd : u U \ 5?
. Wife - — L '
: ' . Other 1 °
9. What is the Iast ,graMted by the adults in the family?
v - Husband___ g - R £
Wife | "
Other 1 . - L S .
Ot:hex:'vZM . , , ‘
L s * f.7 . . " N i ! ot ¢
' 10. What 1s your relfgion? ' A\ - , .
Protestant ' Jowish - | N e
e ' ) . . (‘ ‘ »:x R
Catholic /0 Othat ) o ' S
( K ! . o ) s ‘ yo .‘
\ - . . ?*’ v ,/ o L [ ' P J ' o .
;‘. »“h . .q ) '
' ! H "
) K Y o . .“ )
3T
cog Mi\wnﬂ;&iu;h.f R

4 . "




11.

15.

160

) , : ,;ﬁ , - u!, )
" E - " . "" |
‘ [§ ‘, * )
4 . )
What are the _agas, 4ex and grade levaels of your chllaran? < e .
. : .. Yoo
( Age Sex Gradejikvel I . -
' v VAR . ‘
: . /./ \ o
2‘ ' ‘Iz'
Y . 0
30 . r ¢
.t b, ; . )
{ /
< 5. 7
6.
‘hools do your children attend? | \
Sy . |
L. Pubtle g o - P
“72. (. Independent Private ’ i | ‘ﬁ
3. Religioue Private ’ ‘N*( : “ e ; C
. — BEIRN
4. Other SN » | ' ' - '

P oo

~ Within Jeffarsod County thereé were areas Ehat waere exempt from ;Esing. That -

is, .the ethnic balance ig Buch that the children in that area age not busad,’

Did you live in an exempt or non-exempt area -in che Jafferson Coynty School -
System?

.
i

B - : ;
1. axempt

2. non-exempt o

During their 'years idn school how matny of your children were achedulad to be
bused if you stayed in Jefferson County? -

Did you move bacause Jf the desegregatlon~busing plan? .
. O o '
o
- \ ‘
' no :
. . o .‘ ', . . ¢ . »»,‘, . - . . [y .
other_ ., SR ‘ﬁ" L
"How matiy years would your chi*dren have_bden bueed? | }[“

v LI
c ., N § ° \% : m& . \ .




S ,
17, ‘What would you guess the parcé“gage of
' hood ., té- be? o i ) e
L0~ 5% . L
2. 10.- 20% _ S \
| 3, 20 - 30% | N
4, 30 - 504 . ‘ r .
5. more than 50%
6. other '
" Is there anything yoﬁ would care

N

o
.,
.
’
LY
.
-
)
-t
.
\
A
)
A .
)
0 ‘
.
(. .
N t

L

Black people in your‘fofmer neighbor=-
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(] . . - l ° P .

' Interview Schedulae - } S
‘Item Explanations

n . . ,(, . . ‘h‘] ) " ! .. . -.. ! : ) . : ..

| ; n ) . ‘1'1 P
- r )

":‘Qv

*Senior member of research team whose name dnd ‘phone number was to be given if£ “9
the interviawee wished to agk questions about thq project. j

<
Questiona 1, 2 and 3} gere used as lo threat queationa to initiate the inter-
viaw, establish rapport and gather baylc demographic data,

t

Question 4, ae@ves as a validity check on quostiona 5 and 15,

*

. Question 5 provides oppottunity ‘for an open~end response which is checked later

in queation 15.

A

Question 6 providea soclo-aconopic data,

¢ N i
Questions 7 and 8 are self-explanatory.

-

Question 9 provides data which can be correlated with socio-ecohomic information,

Questions 13, 14, 16 and 17 elicited information alroady available to .the -research
team and, thus, provided a general megsure of validity.

¢
Question 15 addresses the desegregation-busigg issue directly and provides a check
on question 5. _ r

" ‘
»

Questions 10, 11 and 12 are se1f~expianatory

Question 18 provided an opportunity for the respondent' to elaborate and possibly
give additional informatiof: Also, i; signaled the close of the interview.

12

* N 8 ‘
D £ !

Schedule Development ;

ALl members of the research team partigipated in the development of the scheduie.
Approximately 30 items were considered for inolusion in the achedula which went

'through four drafts.

r‘-"

. v

.

Interviaw Training
N,

Two membaers of the team, fleld data collectors, participated in’ threae hours of -

~simulated interviews under the supervision of the field gupervisor. The initial

interviaws were conducted by one fiald data collector and-observed and critiqued ]K
by the othet,- Threq interviews ware complated by one field data collactor, and

the ramaindar ware completed by the. .sacond field data collector,

. « : ’
E R i .




) . ) e ‘ ‘ ' . o ] . .
QUESTTONS: IntWeview AL | Intorview aal Inter"v'iew A3 | InterviewAd | Tnterview A5
' ',l.# movaes in ' 6 \ 1 ol 2 .‘ ¢ 2 3-”
last 10 yrs? Y -, # ' . . .
Z.renting/ T , , , renting & ‘.
buying now?  [hyvina renting buying buying building '
3. renting/buy R : : o . ' '
, Ing before?  |ronting remting owned {buying . _lbuying
4.how Tong . o _ S
planning move?|s vaaps 4-9 vears 1 vear 2_years 12 years |
. S.Why move? busﬁg' get | 1 ) . 1 . ] ’é
: Lo gountry . lbusing busing. ng - busing
¢ 6.J067h union undecwr [restanrant_mgre a anﬁ/gff{rﬂ
i W | r — : ‘ waitress .
7.30b travel [35 miles 4 miles 15 miles 40 miles 5 miles
now for h? (45-60.mioutes |S minutes 20-28 minutes | 40-45 minutes! 10 minutes
Job travel |p3 milas - 0110 miles
© now for w? 130 migutes — 20 minutes
8.job travel |25 miles 2-3 tiles 35 miles 7 miles
before for h? 130 minutes " |(changed iobs] 10 pioutes  140-45 minutes| 10 minutes
. Job travel (23 miles - . “ 12 miles
fore for w? 130 minutes — : A —30 minutes _
-educ “for W2 11o¢h grade  |3th qrade . |12th arade + 1241 q
educ_for w? [12th grade 12th grade _ [11fh grade -, 1th grade. _
0.religion? Inrptestant  |nrotestant protestigt | protestant prot/catholie
'l1.children? |'age/sex/grade aqge/sex/arade ' 1
- A 10 f -5 18 m 2 |12°°f & 10 f § (9" f 4
& | 10 f 5 . 110 m 4. |6 f 1 {4 m.
“ 112 f 5§ 15 f 8 mo. m
16 m 10
. f
* P ad -
12.kind of Il
school now
attending? _ 'public public public public, public
[3. before “ ], :
move, exempt } : . . K | - ‘
or nonexgmpt? n0n~exeth n0n~exelnpt non-exempt - non-exeulﬂ&....._-ﬂgﬂ:ﬂmm;_.,. -
14. how many . o ' :
of children all 4 a3 1 3
were to be a a : both
bused? ' *LQ“ \
{5, d1d bus- ¥ :
“ing make you ) . v
\move? yes mostly B yes Yes .
;§§h0303?3y 2 yrs each 2 years | 2 for 2 years|1 was, 2 yrs.[3 years total
hildren have », 1 for 1 year | each | for both
been bused?: 7 T ¥ S ‘
V. Black . 045% : .t : |
Toramoz 05t {20308 3 famiTes 20-306 l0-20%
; griginally | didn't want, - distance & nature lovers
N rom Taylor | children ( [poor ed for JC getting too .
Cty, wanted | to be bused | child who was crowded
to-move back |- bused, won't |.
-go back "
AR 14s 147

 (€‘4

Interview Results
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Page 2 o ’ N

QUESTTONS: | Tnterview A Interview A7 [nterview AB | Tntarview A9 | Interview Alp ..
1.# moves in 1 : .3 3° 5 3.
last 10 yrs? N . S <
Z.renting/ ) T BRI ' N
" buying Row? buying buying buying buying | buying
3. rentTng/buy | : - " -
ing befo, e? Ouying buying | buying " | buying 4 - buy&ng
T how Tong PED - - ' ' \ba o
glanninq move?l?2 ears . Lyear | 6 mopths [ year |2 vnars , -
Ly move? bus | busing & [Tschoois - '
6 ‘ . r _busing better educ.] busipng - - ing -busing
o J0bT TR isetf-empToy adv, ~own_bus fafigmninfnq teuck driver rafinnad,_car ’
P W . : o] _adult _ed teac I
7.Job travel no’ more than | 23, mfles . { 30 miles - |35-40 miles 23 miles
i now for h? - |pafope 40 minutes | 35-40 minutes = * 130 minutes
4 - Job trave]
o - now for w? , : ' . s ' ;
‘ 8.job tiave] * 12 miles . 20 mjles T 110+12 miles
befare for 2 ) 15 _hinutes

. 25 _minuteg A : 20 minutes
Job travel [ e .

before for w?

."

9. aduc for h? {12th grade 4_yrccollese| college arad 12th grade 12th grade
educ for w? lgth %ﬁade ~ . Y .hnsinéss_SnDL 12th_grade . - .
10.reliqion? Jc#tholTc arotestant | nrot/cathal{k| proteefant pentestant ‘
t.children? 498/ sex/arade| age/sex/qradg 4ae/sex/qrade lage/sex/qrade Jage/sex/arads *
S99 m B2 P IS VU I e 1 110 f 5
18 f 12 117 0 12 9-f 4 8 ¢ 2 I m
15 f 9 16 m 11 :

- . 1 15em 10 e , ' . ?i
oo 2. kind qf v “ o
| schoot now o . _ | "
T;tegdinq?” _lpublic J Rublic public | public pbublic |
. befo ' . ) §
' move, exempt | , - : , , .
. ar_ponexempt? 'non-ekxempt - non-exempt non-exempt non~e§gmn§___~ngn;g5gmij-
N .+ 4. how many L : o -
| * [of children . " , . , C- S
ywere to be  |nonae "aln 3 both both 11 L,
bused? ' - S
15, dfd bus-" [yes, was d bus . . ' o
“ - ing make you, driver in yes yes - |yes yas, only
: ) move? e N fferson<Cty | ~ - : . o reason
16, how many : ) A7 ‘ 6 e
¥Ps. would. |n “ 2 years each| 1 for 1 yr 2’ year T1 year .
children ha¢d jré S I . 1 for 2 yrs : 8 '
‘ been bused? \ | ; s _ : . ‘ ‘
7.% Black® ) [ . i
| neighborss be- , : , . | 0%,.3 fami)jes .
fore move? D% Lfamily - | 1 family 0-5% J were movifg {n
‘ 187 Further ke schools : ~
comments? | all children| not Blacks |, in Oldham" | :
' gffected by that made them' Cty, wanted .
. pusing ' gove. wan't‘:ed1 ‘dif, housa, - .
R . tor s " home ' -
e B H6TE Shoals "°me/f:3?°' . A
| . . violated ~ |yWas gatting . ;
‘ \ L) O . 146 ,bdd .48 “r » e ". ) _
.m . _ » . .
o Q . ’ b ¢ ? e S ‘ " //) v . - -
".ERIC,. .. . + . ' Ly T { Y < .
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QUESTTONS ;|
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S TRterviow BT
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T iedd Y b w & ]
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+ .

=

Intprviow B3

- R R T R e

.
o

> - ”’ -

LT

L.# moves imw | - 2 L (7 S DS T
Jast 10 yre? N \» ‘ o ‘
Zerenting/ T AR < [TentInag, T Imar

buying now? buying | buyiny cropping 1

3. rent {ng/buy - . ‘ - :

fng béfpre? buying buytog renting

¥ how Tong Z Vs, Wantag -t . T *
planning move?. farm 1-Us yrs | 3 yrs .

TFATIETCOTE

5.why move?
y \\ |

6.Job?

1ies, busing

‘house, built

WantaanTy

wanted ruraTT

=

busing hurrie

move?

/

|_tracts in JC

Ny . Kroger | GE R )
w__° | ratses ¢ollies™ Woolco | pkging service
 7.job travel | J0miTes 5 miTes [ 32 miles
now for K? , | 45 minutes | 20-25 minutes 30 minutes
-Job travel . cU=25 miTes | 32 miles
now for w? . 30 minutes 30 minutes
8.job travel 15-20 'miTes 1§ minutes 12 miTes™
befare for h? | 1l hour - e 20-25 min,
-~ job travel " | same as 12 miles ' o
befqre for w? . before | 20-25 min. '
9.educ’for h? | 2 yrs colleqe 12th grade | 9th arade | |
" __2duc for w? | 12th grade 12th drade | G.E.D, R .
10.religion? | catholic cathglic ~ | protestant | 7 ) o
11.children? "9§§L§gaz%§ggg g%gzggazgrggg4a?hliggigﬁgia age/sex/qrade [age/sex/arada
p , 1 14 f . f 3 112 :
12 m 6 9 m 3 |10 m 4 : ‘ ' |
10 f § : 4 m
7 m- 2 “
1ZkTnd of " ,
school now | . ,
attending? public - 1. public¢ public
13. before . redistricted R
move, exehpt .| non-exempt reclassic1e¢ anon-exempt
or nonexempt? ; Sunshine to °| . -
14. how many Price ‘
of children .
were to be ,all 4 both . [ 2 R
bused? - . t
N . did bus- no, yes & no| ‘
ing make you |'yes wrote 2 con-| yes

. j“ v

|

o,

BREY

‘ ¢

o s ko

11

16. how .many o - (see commenty)
yrs, would | 5 years each| | '
chtldren have | 2 yrs 1st & | 2 years 2 each
been bused? | 20d .. . |, D
17.%5 BTack ' ‘ U-5% | "
‘neighbors be- sold to 1st | 20%
fore moye? 0-5% 1| Blacks W
.- 18, furthér old house, ousing & she's gTad
n comments? | long bus ridq, deciding she moved, _
i no desk in - (factor on | children 11ke|
-clags; love | final choled..  school
country DU :

‘1 -
' TR

v
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C - dorentTng/bay [T P ST S D

10g before? " | renting buying - rentinq buyina . ..~ Ibuying ..

“a.how Tong R .| raised rent, e i .

. planning move? 3-4 vears a_long time didn t wapt m !g, 3 v - + BURE
- 3.Why move? [ CToser —wanted farm bought 09 pwefer rural

._to work and country decided tq.. byy
. 6.J0B67 h ( ch‘qken fﬁtrv teachen,dc fmninxnnanqg_*

' ) w . . R ) . wrabend 3 o
T.30b travel | . 125 miles 16 m11es {40°miles - C travsﬂfall over
now for h? 10-15 minutes] 35 minutes 30-60 min l‘hnur/rarpnn..' state )

' Jog travel 125 mles. o , - oo b
now_for w? ___1 35 miputes [° \ ST,
8.j0b travel®| 35-40 minutes| 8 miles lesg than 8 |10 miles .. same . .

befaore for h? 1 | minuted 10-18 mjnutes| . . '

Job travel . 8 mies o - . | A ‘
before for w? 20 minutes e : 12 :
9.educ for h? | 12th qrade | col] ] Ap - T

educ_for w? | "Bth grade Irol gge arad . s VAR )
10, reliqion?, catholic protestant ' , [cathd¥ _pratestant. ,
It.children? age(s;g(gggﬁg ave/sex/arade ] . dge/sex/arade

' 41l T 6 - :
18 po.2 8 f 3 -

’

45 0L | o : 12 'm’

a3
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% school %;;A b1 ' . ] ' ;e
%G_"Q*Ln ? public i OUbT ¢ Rublic . . loublie . —lpuhlic,

4. how many
~of children . ' R
were to be none L " [none all ~ [hone.
S bysed? o I s . >
.15, did bus-. , . - ! ' b
ing make you |no . . no-bused, had| no . m - .- |no
move? . | e (9004 Yeap . [ - . . .
16.how many ‘ . N ‘ I

. 4 . .
yrs. would none 2 each |zaro =3 years . [ past busing
¢htldren have Y ' .

'- peen bt A - foemn 1
n 0 : ' . " S . " , " N , ' ‘ .
' -“4: l &Ck . r_. ) , . A

o\ nelghbors’ve- |d:5% ¢ |G S - R 1 A '0-5%

- > fore moverr | . | —— ' . .
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before R R
move, exbmpt L ' S : co e
or sidfifexempt? | exempt, non-exempt __ Lnon-exempt. fon-exemot .. nonsexempt . -
14 - L DR _ EEIE
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L) moves 1n S - TV IR O | S ] 3 .
N ast M yrs? |~ o P . - - ) Az
. Zoranting/ v - . . N R '
" buying naw?”_| buying . buwng buying .. :lbuying _renting
- J. rentind/buy T N ; : ' N
ing before? ' | renting * 1. buying owned - Irenging .
ow ‘tong T"hadn"t pTane gﬁing ! Vo ..
. planning move? to move for some timg 7 vear's J_years & 1
ye .5, why move? Thousd 1eas? : xanfed&bigge; w;ht ;u;a1 * {want rura] Lo
- <_'rent tog K guse s rural | chufch Wstprglout of city transferred. .
L YA GUFEerse L 1Tnt. Harvestern  selffempl ‘Fﬁﬁg dedyere J
"ot w . (Conven ent __ Ihousewife ‘ Leacher/Hardn
T job travel lg miles 140 minutes B 45 mites | |
snow for hY ¢ m1nu§gs : ) 60 _minutes ' .
: Job travel* (8 miTes . ' 7 miles _—
<k, T onow for w? {10 minq&g;y . . ' S .
o r -, 8.Job travel RO mites 20 minutes - - {12 miles
Beﬁom for h? |30 minNes : 1 o 30-45 minutes!|-
. .~ job travel - | EmiTes . . o )
) ~ before.for w? (10 minytes - \ e
"9.educ” for 2 |T2th grade {[3th gvade lath: arade v 111th qrade S
_ educ_tor w? [ITEh Yrade T ®th grade’ —11th drade 'r i rad | .
© 10.religion? _catholic.” ™ ratholic _profestant __lgrotestant I
v+ Al.chitdren? |a ’ | %Q-QLS.QM%EM a9e/sex/grade lage/sex/arada
- B —om 10 160 m - f 6 ’
14 m. 8105 m # {9 ¢ 3 ;
- 0-m 4ty cfog | ‘
) ' 8 m 2 |6 ¢ 1. |-
4 IS \\ - . '
2. kind of s " N
“ school now T , - : : ? -
‘attending? | public ¥ bublie ~lnublic public . - . 9
13, before " | . - R
o gye, exempt non-exempt  Inon-exempt non-exempt .| non-exempt
0 ", . R , w' K . - o .
. Now many < ' v, ' :
of saifdren. |3 D A none : both: ' o
I \?pre to be " LY BN o one was bused
> bused? N S 4
15. did bys- N N , no,.alraady . oo
‘ing make you’i>}Qg\l, - oot really  lbought before |had Yand but’|  not.
'« - moye? . . e busing moved. faster |
\ 160 how [many * e : S ' I
S yrs. would, | 1e2, years fLoor 2 one 11 yp
¢hildren have | D . 1.2y
heen bused? ], - i _ ed ! , o, -~
7% Blacke « ) o e, u N - ) '
- ;nelghbdws be-+l" ¢ ) X . ' L.
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Job travel oL .
_ ' now for'w? . M /Fn #A o
\ 8.job travel ) - o\ - - d
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educ_for 2, [ ﬁwadﬁ M —
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¥ JONE OF ‘THE STOCK ANSWERS, IF RESPONDENT QEFUSES 10

ot
=

3
6
LY " ""
o , 8 _or move
N -

A1
) ) o \
n e e
. \ ‘; ' o o .
A . ~“"“ K L
. V \. ' l..-
~ .4 '.;:_“V):; RN '.
¢ e )
, ‘ NON-PUBLIC PAREN'S . _ ;
. SURVEY o
CINTRODUGRION. - "o L oo
Hello, iy nawe ia - . grom the Univeraity of -« ¢
Loutsville. May § plense speak to - ?

« I part of o group (hat ia conducting & survey of aghool atiendance
patterna, both pubilic and privata. Your dhild Yo _
name hae baen randomly aslectad from o Het provided by the * - .,
Jollaruon County 8c¢hool Bystem. All information will be held in
“confilonce, and you may refuse to snswer any ol the quontions aoked,

1 shohild not take more than 18 minutes, cot . to

" Lat's begin witit & (ew general questionsabout your. tamily.

3 , . N
? |ir RESPONDENT QUESTIONS INTER VIEWER, RESPOND WITH

TALK WITH YOU, THANK THEM FOR THEIR K AND SAY
QOONPYE, . N ;

I. How tung have you Hvdd at your present addrese?
. . Pa .
Loas than | yoar
]
[ - b =} yoare
3.« 8 yoare
6 - 10 yaave
More than (0 yasre
: Al my Mile
) . Not Bure/NR

1. 'How many children do you hava?

[}

-«
- -

.
-

.
'
'

|

»

|
3
’
PO L
"
N
‘ ¥
4 ]

l " &
il
i ?
|
i
A
| .
|9
v . , 6.
P

. \
How many of those childron are |
wolipol age, gradosl - 127 o
[ GNLY ONE GVl A6K) -
TN ahTid echoal age, grades s :
N R 1 - o '* 4 Y v
¢ - N
. : ; [ ]
~ ! ] 6 ‘ | !
{ ) .
' # or more S
. . . N : .
Now lot'e discuns for a mamont your oplaions on

. somd. very lmportant cummunity lesues.

\
L

Generally spéaking, which do ydu favor?

Too.
Iiiﬂ,‘Kii 6/"]‘3&0!}!%8' , . “

[y

N . .
Fulllracial integration
Integration in somid arese

'

§ of dile
. Hopheation of the races
’ . Not eurse ‘¢
! . & NR

J ‘

.1n principle, do you think that it le &
good idea or & bad tdea for Shildran
to go t0 schoole that have abdut the
same progurtion ¢ blacke and whites -
o0 ganorally oxlute In Loutaville : -~ o

, oJeltagaon County? © Goud \des < '
L W B Bad idea

. ; Not wure

' . NR

» ]

LY

Po what extent do you taver or uppoab
hunlur 19 adhtave racinl duonﬁun_loﬁ
a0 1t haa baon pug lato offect heva in
Louisvitle and Jelterann Gountyt ' ‘

gy eliroigly tivor
WWE, , aumo‘enrn favoy .

AN LOOUREEION L5 f

BT GIRATIN R




0. . . . T . o
-
o '
. - | \ '
: ' - -4 '
1 o [T IOHEWIT T BFRONGLY OFpOsER) . e o L
K . ] vo you Gppoasd 10 buslig ‘ . 2 Lo
. e casne--0r coull you foreave a sliuation lo 10, 7 RESPONDENT HA y
wiitch somé type of buslog program might INK CHILD, ABK oW MGy <
be accuptible fuv schdaviog racial devagre- . . ‘ o N ol yaur ohlld¥an hiave haen scheduled ) _ R
¢ gatlon In Loulaville-Jelfareon County : ) | 1 ba busud sumetime duving thely | -
Lo ‘schuole? ] i sahoul Vb'u{l) <« - . LN
Qppossd in all caeee’ ’ /I
. Cx‘\:‘ld furenos, E} A ! ¥ Es Rﬂ!l‘ 1A ONE Clnth; |
Nul sure i ‘“\ el an your ¢hITd vahivduled 1o~
P ’ NA i . )| ‘ ) 10 busod samotime during his/hos ' N
‘I. I L) “' ; [ Nu b .. m \ D . . y * [ .
N ' ' IF ANSWER 15 "YES", CODE A8 02 "
. ’ I ANSWER 18 "NOY, CODE AS I} o ﬁ" No) i)
' ) i P .
v .. IR How would you judge the preseat quality - (les) 8 - ¢
? ' of sducation of the bLuulevilje-Jaffarsun "y ‘ . . 3 ]
C 0. Gounty Public School Syetem? , 4 B
;" EEADATENONIED Vary sntisinctory A C )
\ i Bavlafaytory 6 Q :
<y ' . Vaustielaotory - 7 ok wore w) '
U Vory unsatisiautory ﬂl] NR @ * )
u; , Don's know/Not sure ’ ' e —t . - ‘ ': i
JNRC . [T v, ~ [(FRESPONDENT HAS MORE ThAN) : i w
- ONE CHlLD, ASK [DTE &ay of your PR
‘ ) ' chiflron Tn gradas'| - 12 attend private L. Y
9. Sinae busing to schisve raclal davegres. schools privr to the Fadl of 19151 P ¢ ':,",', v
gatlon wae ‘ul nto slfect, ju goberal, ‘ - . - « K A2
e do you feel the quality of aduuation 13 I\ESP(’)NDENT HAS ONE %u!u}l . n\‘.
‘ ' v:alved by white studenia in kovlevilie ONLY, Ak | your child atiend “ g
<dafforvun County hasy * . > private echools priov to the Fall of : 4
Improved? ‘n : 19167 4 Yeéu o ’ K
: Worsenud? . . ' “No “ .
¥ . o i Romnined the aame? . ) NR o
e e Dun't know/Nol aurs {a / '
Co NR i ;.
, \.\\ Lat's tabk sbuut your child . 1; )
Now' 1'd Hike to sek you some quastions aboul : "~ ; How. Ilu‘ahn)h"’ln ihe the fl.ndo
b your athool age ahdldran fuhidd)y : . LW T hefuhy . h )
: oy - . . A
o } L , . What is tha name of your child'e § . \
. ' ' presont school? ’ *
. R .
¢ [} . —_— ¢ . )
\ . ’ | AITE NAME OF SCHOOL
, R N ‘ ON CODING FONM; CODE
. . v \u“ N .
w : ' "
* T ‘ - M L '
. P - S
, N ’ v . ! "y .
' % .
t" » WV e N u " . '
! ’l ‘o ‘) L ‘. ‘ Vee e . -ls 5‘ '? . . \ [
. » " . i o ) o ’ ‘
g o : : . P Y :
\ o B
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h
]
.‘A;'
o
“
|
' -

g

’

1, What yeardid (ie child begin in &,
his presont school? ”
¥ : " ~~Bafore ' Fall 'TH
[dxip To QUESTION # 1] F—Bohool yaas 175-176
* - L.School year ‘16-'11
C Fall 7 ‘

w4

-li[:, KA l.k ‘77 l At what schoal
wae ho/uha enrolled in tha (al}

ol last year (*16)?

13 a.

WRITE NAMi‘ 0
;O
Doa't knowlNol sure
NA

NR
. o . .
IF RESPONSE 1S A PUBLIC 8CHOOL,, .
TERMINATE THE INTERVIEW AT TS | - !
POINT WITH THE FOLLOWING: " That's !
all the questions | have. Thaok you
vacy tmuch for participatiog, ) J

' N ! .‘a

T e

¥
L3

N, ’Wn this school dosogregated?

Could you parhaps recall if the

achvol wae dosegrogatad? Yos
- - No
L Don't know/NR
% o NA
. '
13 . 3] What do you think was the
’ porem age of blwk sitlante’ In the
umool? ‘ 0« 0%
"o~ 20%
- 2] - 30% -
, < A40%
1) . ¢ v "" 60'/0,.
w E . M de QICJ‘ 80
F Al ' e Don't know/Not sure
’/;’ g Y,:." . NA
s . : NR

IF ANSWER TO #13a WASDON'T IE S | ‘
ENOW" OR "NOT SURE!, ASK

o
E

. be o - ' : K
. . N g . ' l,‘ ' ' !
. ! « N ;‘:“ ) _ % .
» Naw, I you can think baak willi mo for fust & moment. : _ -
‘1. wo yenss ago, in Fall 1975, what c,cho.ol ’ o ¢
i did this ohild attend? '
l} ‘L‘ N ) l ' .
: : RITE NAME OF SCHOOL, ON
; CODING FORM; COUE LATEI
o ot r on't know/Not sure
s ', NR ’
-3 '(‘ . . :-' . \"' w! .
14 8, What do you think was the porceniage of - ' '
Llack atudents iy : ? '
' . (name of achool) .
. 0 ,l'}_Lg“ HON % RNESWI le_.
lNO’l‘ SURE", ASK] Could you perhaps .
rocall the porcenthge of biack atudents -
in thatechool?
o ) § . v o ' BT
" : . 0+ 10% - ;
3 \; ‘ ° I M " "20% . % \'
| e : 21 530% W
y s . , YO A% M
{ X : 41 - 50% m
. B n Ovor 50% @
i . _ ; o Don't know/Not sure (J)
. : . yl\ : 1] -
~ -}~;" (. ' o . o 1
Now. i you can ',lnlnk hok aven i bit further, ¢ - T
okt } , ‘ .
¢ ( v Vo i s . ' . .o ! '
¥ ‘l . .
18, Priokto coudtedrdered denegregation, Ty
tid\i you thouglé giout enrolling this - ' -l \)'.') '
Wik in g noh-publle school? . Yes- [ 1] e
.J-‘ Lok * . No ' :
A'L. . ﬁ ) - NI
‘A‘ " ! * A
. j et
Loot'h W Y & moinent ahout am ahitdre oxp-rmw" o
oWl (-hn) was In the public anhoul avoum. B .o
. " - ‘ Y
¢ I . | o ¢ L4 ‘. A '\ ‘
. + ' ;
I. \ , " = P
; 3 : v “ L
7 ¢ ‘M " . 0




. N
- @
] L
'{{
] , . "
LN How would you vate this aohily'e \
vducational porformanco In'lthe :
ublie onle - Excellent
FEABEATIGORER) | dow
. Falr - .
Poor ', ‘
Y Don't know/Not sure ¥ |
. Nt ‘ )]
IT.¢  Hae thia ¢hild ever been bused for ] ‘
b desegragstion purposes? . " .
: Yao ] . .
No ’
NI, ' ‘ —
8. Would thin child have besa bused
: Inst yoar M he {she) had rémained ln s
) ublic echool? IS S v
M Yeeo D
C; No
w (THTRTXTATY ey BV |
S . ,
10 s, [IF_YEB ] Towhit wll;pl? ¢
' . . : s
‘ WRITE NAME 0&‘ 8(."001. ON
G
N o
- NR )
I \
Now let's talk sbout your child'e onpotlmu n .
the non-public school. . X
Y What ie the vne most imporiant raKAON '
: why you devided (@ neud this ohild to
' .
. T u(-hon-‘!aubllc schodl) TR ™ Ag'ﬂM i l\i‘WONM‘. on)’
; ' . PONM) CODE LATER "
S- R . Bue ride
b Desugrogativon af c.uuu

160

|

i
< Fuality of sducation .
Solt-lntorusl 'ﬁ :

fRaliglon

&I\wulunlmm vior probe, ﬁ
1\1"50 »

&

20,

.

a2,

¥y . e . '
.

Y

Dave ha (cl'u') vide & hue. b0

achool now? . e Yeu v
: No .
NR @
M yaur child had vesnained lu the
:ubllo suhool eystemp, h-(uhi)wtmld
o attquding claswoa with children : :
of a difleront vace. Was this eltus- N/
$lon w lactor In your dcclclon to an-~ -
vl yout chitd in ? ¢
L . (name of non-public school)
- Yoo - .
No .
Dou't kaow/Not dure .
¢ NR

Ilow yoold you rute the odulullo‘u provldhd .

by . ae oumpntu(l
{nama of pon- ~-public school

10 that provided by the public schoolu? .
“nm.immm .
LAORT '

Batter
Homowhat batter -
Abaut the eamne
Somewhatl woree

. o Wotes
N \ ' Nt
Juut & fow mmora quuw«uu. and we will be finlahed. .
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“Glarical

Professiona)

‘Unemployed, Refive, .
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ndme has boun randomly selected from a VTstiprqvided
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Stnce busing to achieve ractal- L 20. 1f you hed :movad,
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Nnce busiang to achieve racial
dc$egrogation was put Intg effact, ;.
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WRITE I OCCUPATTON
COOE LATEN, -
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What {3 your ofcupatidn?

[

-9-

To what entent did the avallabilfty’
of financial housing assistance in:
fluence your deciston to mpve?

What |5 the fast grado your Jllo).’

.( o
Strongly fofluencad
Somuwhat* tnf luenced

Ho influence at al)
NR '

Just o for more questions and we'l) be finished.

b

What 13 the last grade you comvleto&?

Oth or less

WS, taconplete

IS, complete

Tradg, tech, or
bus noss

Collago,

Colrege, comploto

Some qnoduago

NA

HR

completod? L3

hushand)

Oth or loss R
HS, tocomplate
HS, complote
Trado,
Collego, Incompete
Co}lego, complete
Some graduate

HA
. R

Unsk i) lod

Skid led
Mexlcal
Profossional

Unoagloyed, rotired
: hzﬂ‘kwrln.

Othr
HA
e v

tncomplote

tach or bus, |
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And the occupotlon of your f wl
hus

CODE LATER {

AC

o7 h

What fs your family's rollﬁfqnt

y

.
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For statistical purposes only,

wo neod o know your total family
incomo beforo tanes for 1977,

Stop me when. 1 have ¢pad tho
cotegory that best dosrrlhns your
total famlly ingomn.

N

our lﬂo?
AS mﬂ'mrwmn"
H the catogory which hptt

dusGrlbos your dye,

1Y

-

and) 1

+

UnskiVlod
Skilled
Clerica)
Prafoessional

Unbagtloyed, retired
Other

N o~
L}

HR

Frotestant
Catholic

Jowish

Other :
Hono . |
HR , |

Under §7,000
7,000 to $9,999°
IO 000 to §14,999
l6.000 to $19,999
20,000 to $24,999
26.000“to
36,000 to 350,000

“30.000 and above

L
Undor 25

20 -

"~ 40
Al 50
fver L)

34,999 .

L
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) J8. What s your racel

' ' ’ White ’
Black ‘[‘

‘\::M'! abl the questions | have. /

you have any Comments you wish (o makq about ’
anythitng we've talked about}

[

)
VF SO, MRITE 1N COMLOTE SENTENCES O BACK OF CODING mﬁ‘ .

—
~

Yhank you vary much for participating.
We cerlainly appreciate your assistance.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




4.
.
]
- \
ER .
\.‘v
b.
d.
o
l.
. .
b
%

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

ERIC.

L3

o

-
‘w
. SI0CK AHSHERS .
-
. . . . ¢

IF RESPOMDENY Y X w0

- .o o
. i . .‘ .
¥ho exactly s dodng this survey? This survey ts baelng done hy-d'ra(clrbh\
divislon o¥ the ﬂnlvdrslty 3:310uﬁqvltrh.
. It iy &} yr. Yedorally funded project. |
* ~xo"ro trying to g¢at some idod-a ouk\:tuannt..
nrolimont pattorns tw Loutsviile ang Jof-
- forson County. ’ .
M v
Who are you exactly? l'm & studont working as an“ln%orvlowur ’
¢ ’ . «  for the U of 1.,
I sti1) noed to know more about . ¢ The poopla In charge of the survey wiTY bo
this. - plad to oxplain It to you. «Dr. BINY Husk
. at 501-9665 can be un{octau for this pur«
- pose.’ : U :
LY - . . . - .
Haw did you get my. ohild's name? (gkgywué.leloctga y chance” according to a
(Why am | belng interviewed?) . . v aystoorworked out/by the Untversity,  Your
opinlons are vor§ Important. (Interviowing °
: sopuono glse wo dl\;t bo as yood). :
He duesn't have time to talk, . The quostiods wan\t toke long. 111 Just
[ R thyough tham g\fekly. )
11 respondont Lalks at answaring ~ We would appreciate our cooporation; your
) opintons are a voly Wluable part of our
. : work, Lould | gosslb call back at a more
convaniont time .
! don't know tnogqh to answor your It s not what you know - 1t's what you
questions, ju¥§ about cartain thingy that are lmpor-
. . ant, .

-

What are.you guing to do with my The ubnorcl rasults will bx'lncludod 4n a

answors? narrvativo roport,* A lot of’people are belig®
asked theso samo quostions, and a)) answers
. witt be kept strictly cou”dontu . Ho are

Intarastpd -1n thoso quostions only to suo
. w::ot a lot of people generaily aro Shinking
.. about. e

¢ .

I Ypn't want to answer tlﬁ;.’.’ - 0f course, you don!t have to answer any
4 ] question fr you'd rathel not, 1'm only try-,

' ng to gat your opiplon bocaugy our study
"g y is moie Accu“lo Thgt way. W" 12
(Y4 LY
'1 . . » ) & v
l.sg* ~, * e
. , o .
o ' ’

"

10.

J.

12,

Khat do yoy mean Ly that?

1

Why did you want to talk about my
of gradg) grado chiVd? .

If respondant asks a quostion
ralativo to Judgo Gordon's Ycrack-
down" on studants avolding busing

e . iconglnuegi .

I'm sarey, SIr(Ha‘am). | am not allowed

in your answor to

iﬁ explain the quest
t was read.

Al though your nstia »

2“ . Weo're jpterest-
tha question Just sy

7

s & parent is bejing

utilizad for tho (nteryiew, it came to us
threugh the random selegtion of your

{f of gradg) grade child's name.

On October 15, Judge
the Jucal’ nowspapers

Gordon announced in
horwould: not--attempt

to punish those studonty who left the pub-

11¢ achools to avoid

Qa | \

belng bused.
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J : | T B B C? L. Februawy 27, 1974 .

' A Stgtement On Schonl Integration C . s

\ L "y Avchbishop Thomas J. McDonngn .
' 3

¢ \ N . oa -y
@ .
. N Iz L
.. I ) s
Y pd .

e, ,,r__ R i
N, o P v

On December 28, 1973 the Sfxth Uu o Circuit Court- of R

Appegls grderéd a desegregation p]an prepared for the Louisville, . = :

~ Jefferson Cquaty, and Ancﬁora e .School Districts .to go into effect z o 3
at the beginning of the 1974-7975 sqhool year, ‘ _ . -

-~

R RURN This order Qresents a s&t of o portunities and. prOb]eMs SR
to which all elements of our commundty are ob?iged to respond. I . . -y
- offer this -statement on behalf of the Archdiocese GV Louisville and .
! - ~ the Cathplic schoalg within the: Archdiocese. I do so aftﬁvqcansu1ta3” .
d . - tion with the Archdiocesan - S}hool Board, the. religious teachin
.- ~ 7 orders who staff many. of our BGatholic schoals, and. rebresentaﬁ?ves
S - of various. Arghdiocesan ad@nctes and commissions ooncerned w1th )
community 1ssuesu ) e _ Y

e

K:\?\\\~ . .- As a background for my statement I cite the basic prin« S
“\”\ cipTe ‘defined by the|U..S. Supremg Court 20 years ago in one of the - -

‘mos't momentous decisions 1n our-hational history: "Separate edutatfonal

facilities are inherently unequal," (Brown v. Topeka, May 17, 1954.)

, [t is i, the 1ight of this prtnciple that?one must consider the’fol 10w~

i .., ing points which are contained in, the text of the December ¢8 op#nion '

7 of thesSixth U Se Circuit COurt of Appea]s ' ) i

a7 /A 1 4

The Jefferéon County School District has 96;000 students.

approximately fqur per cefnt of whom are black,” Sixty-

five per cent of all students are bused to school..

Between 1956- 1957 and 1972-1973, the .percentagé of biack

$tudents tn the Lbuisville’ School District increased from . ;
- 26.4 to’ 50, g Over 80 per cent of the scheols in the g
Louisville® choo] District are racial]y identifiable, . . o

. The Supreme Lourt jhas ruled that a schpo] district must
.- "elimtnhate from the Pub]ic schools all vest¥ges of state=
imposed segregation A Targe number of racially igdenti-
fiable schools in a schodl district’ that:formerly practiced.
segrégjﬁion by law gives rise to a presumption that this -
.purpose. has not been fulfilled. . . . e’
A school: board. is required to take aff1rmat1ve qct1on - '
to bar future disérimination and to see that no additional . ,
schools become "racially idedtjfiable."’ It ganmot- be. ", .. R
"neutra1" 1nirespect to student assignments° e .

A»l “’ r. L ';



2.

5. The Court does not require use of any particular method -
. nor approve 1p advance any pdrticular device to eliminate
call vest1ges of state-imposed. segregation in Jefferson County.
| As one studies the Court order and notes witﬁ misg1v1ngs
the controversy which 1t has sparked, it i3 impos$ible not to recall ‘
that in 19%6 our comunity basked in ‘the nat1ﬁnal limelight for its . !
leadership in efficient and orderly public school deseYregation. ' ‘
Etghteen years later, we must humbly and candidly ask the painful~
question: What has gone wrong?

The first thing that must be said in reply {s that the
issue whi¢ch confronts us is not simply a "school problem." [t is
a community problem. [t is a problem for whose creation and solution
everyone in the compunity must accept a shard of respon51b111ty
\ / ¢
Attempts to fix blame "after the fact" are usually neither
‘pleasant nor profitable exercises. But in the present situation we
~Mus & reflect on the missed/opportunities during the past 18.years to '
déal constructively as a COmmunity with the problem which now con-
fronts us. One thinks of the rejection of promising plans
school merger, of Tnvariable-resistance to; efforts to prov13e better
distribution for low-cost hous 1ng throudho " the metropolitan area,
fza decaying public transportation,system, of mere 1ip serv1ce -
given to- fair emp]o?men’t and open-housing laws.,

We have excellent reason to be proud of the progress our
community has made in many areas in recent years. We have done
well in terms of brick and mortar, but havé our priorities been at
fault? To borrow a word from the Circutt Court's .decision -have we ,
been "neutral about facing up to our most pressing human and docialy ., - .
problems? . . . Y v

The present Court order for the desegregat1on of the’

publ1c schools presents serious questions for our local Catholic . ‘
schools, comprising as they do.the largest priiate school system 2 f
in the area. To deal with some of these questions in a ¢gncrete '

fashdon, the Arthdiocesan” School Board has recommended, ang f have
approved, the following statement of principles and applications in
respect to admission practices for oun Catholic schools:

[. 'Prtnc1éles

v = . ' ¢ L
. b .
A. The basic purpose of Catholic schools is to assure . g
that Catholic truths "and values are fully integrated .
with the student's \ife and acadgmic' prograpm. tqdents ,
should Not apply-unless they desire and intend to'\ . -
participate fully in the réligious program of the-s hoo} A

. ll
Y, rd /. ¢ ' \v
'
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-

. . \ [} . . *
e B. Catholic schools. must not become havens for those
' trying to escape integrated public schools,

C. Catholic schools should émphasize the‘broéden1ng v
.and enriching educational opportunities afforded in \
o culturally and racially mixed school s'tuations. : - ¢ /

< ! D.e Catholfg schools should continue and intensify their | ' -
efforts actively tg recruit teachers ang enroll StUJ /'
dents to achieve racia] 1ntegrat1on,
E. No staff or ‘progra expansion, nor the additionfaf
. classrooms, will be permitted without explicit¥ ‘
, *  missiédn of the School Office. '

F. Criteria for available studgnt aid, work programs,
“grants, and scholarships shall continue to feature
. ' first consideration to students from low-income R
families. - (Applicable to’'high scthools only.) L

.
- . ' - s

" 11, Application of Principles

A.  Priorities for E]ementary<;choo1s

A\

In the admission of students to elementary schooals, the
order of priority shall be as follows. Within each v
classification, first consideration shall be given to

. thé objectiwe of furthering racial integration. . ?
1. {£hildren of active parishibners: '
' a. children from families with children a]ready edro]]ed

b. ¢hildren now reaching school age 1! :
vchfdrén from families newly moved into the parish

‘)\whose children have been in Catholic schools where .
ggch were aVai]able

o=
q;—\cﬁ'

2. Ch11dren “from nonparish familles with students already
' enrolled in the school, , ' . §

3, Transfer students from 6ther'Catho11c §thoojs:
. a, from parish schools thg},@ke ¢losing, L.
( . . b, from parishes not offarng full program, 1-8, - :

4. - Children. of other ppwishigners, may be admitted
: - : on1¥ f on the basis of pdrsonal interview the ©
r _ esTgnated parish authority judges the intent and s h
motivation to be %n accord with the highest ideals Co
of Catholic education, and with the explicit per-

| ~\ " misston of the Schgol Office. | *
- ‘ ' ‘ / . : v ' i
. 5' ' ‘ ‘ ' . . ,‘$h
n"‘ . ‘ . . . ‘ .I()‘) . \
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) may be admitted on] 1f on th
1 1nterv1ew the designate par1s -
es the intent and mot1vat1on to be in
the highest ideals‘of Catholic edu¢ation,
he explicit permission of the Schoo} Office.

Catholic tran
basis of pay,
authority J
accord wi

<

";apCept1ng transfer students, classes may be filled Y
, must not exceed State regu1at1on§

: for H1gh Schools

8 ndmiss1on o¥ students to high schools, the order v
Of,o'10r1ty shall be as follows. Within each tlassifi-
‘ on, first consideration shall be given to the objective

Brothers and s1sters'pf stUthts,alreddy enrolled,
Transfer students from Flaget High School.

. »
Ninth grade students who dre registered and active
members of area parishes (perennial "feeder" schools),

Students from Catho11c fam1]1es relocating from other K
localities, who have been in Catholic schools where ‘such
were available. '
v - -
5, Other Catholic students fyom area parishes may be ’
admitted only if, on the q;ashs of personal interview,
the pr1nc1pai }udges the  intent and motivation to be
1n accord with the h1ghest ideals of Catholit education,

Other students (Cath011cs from other areas, non-
j¢ Catholic.transfers) may be admitted only if, on the

basis of personal interview, the principal Judges the

intent and motivation to be in accord with the h1ghest

ideals of Catholic education.. ,

. In announcipg these gu1de11nes, [ emphasize the” - |
philosophy withih which they have been formulated. [ reaffirm the
basic moral Ju%gment concerning racial digcrimination which was
proclaimed by the Catholic Bishops of the United States in 1943,

\ 1958, and 1963: v _ .

"We insist that tha heart of the race question is moral

N - ° and religious, It concerns the rights of man and our attitude
‘ : toward our fellow man ., , . Discrimination based on the

8 ' “accidental fact of race or color, and as such injurious to.

/human rights, regardiess of personal qualities’ or achieve-
ments, cannot be reconciled with the truth that God hase . °

& created a1l men with equal ri ts and equal d1gn1tyo o
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1t will not be enough for our Catholic parishes and schoo

. We reaffirm that segregation implies that peopla of
one race are not fit to assoclate with another by sole fact
of race and regardless of indtvidual qualities ., . , . We -
_cannot reconcile .such a judgment w1th the)Christian view of
man's nature and rights,

In view of tHe gravity of the moral pr1nc1?1e at issue,
s to decline

to serve as havens for those trying to escape integrated schools

or simply to refrain from staff or progfmn axpansdion. B ’

‘ I wholehearted]y approve 4as official Archdiocesan po11cy
the School Board's directive that Catholic schools actively
should recrui-t teachers and enroll students to achieve racial o

tional opportunities afforded in culturally &d racially mixed

. integration, and-that ¢hey should emphasize Kgf enriching educa-

_ school situations.,

~ Furthermore, [ remind the pastors and peppie of the

| Archdiocese tHat 1f Catholic school integration is.to be ore than

mere paternalism or.tokenism, racial integration must ocdur -
within the larger parish strugture Our parishes and th@ir various
organizations should make positive attempts to bring aboft neighbor-

hood racial 1ntegration through effective dpen-housing policies,
We should develop more effegtive "outreach" programs to serve
q1sadvantaged m1nor1ty groups. .

I direct the Office of Catholic Schools and the Arch-

.diocesan S¢hool Board to offer their service to all the schools of thé/

?rchdiocese to assist them in carrying out the policies stated above,
request tha;fby September 1, 1974, these agencies submit to me a
comprehensive report -on the progress which has been made by the schools.

Similarly, I direct .the Archdiocesan Commission on
Peace and Justice to offer its services to our-parishes in working
towards the broader objectives of parish 1ntegrat10nb I request
a progress report by September 1, 1974
' “The ‘Archdiocese éf Louisv111e its. schools, and its
agencies stand ready ‘to work .with -all other groups in the community
in finding the best,solutions to the challepge presented to us by
the recent Sixth U. S. Circuit Court decision. By resolutely putting

- aside any temptations: to an evasive "neutrality" in the face of
the great social and moyhl 1§sues of our.time, we will prove worthy

of ‘the heritage of our.Faith and 'best serve the interest of our
total community,. - ' . oo
{ ) n . d “
v ; . / -
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lRACIAL JUSTICE, SCHOOA DESEGREGATION, AND : '
RECONCICTATION - ', o 75

A Statement by Afchb1shop Thdm@s J. McDonough

/ \ - G :

‘\\On Feanary 27, 1974, dn bﬁ%alf of the Archdipcese’ of Loyisville and its\\ ){
'schoots, T issued a statement on school desedregation i, Louisville and
Jefferson County.. A complex series of legal development§ since that date
leaves uncertain the exact nhature and t#ming of further actions to remove
from the public schools "all vestiges of state-imposed se¢gregation.”

This temporary uncertainty, however, must not distract us from our contipu-

ing grave moral responsibility in respect to racial justice and school deseg- -
regation, . )

o

[ again reaffirm my full siipport of repeated statements of the Cathelic
8ishops of the United States that segregation fmplies that members of one

race are not fit for free assoctation with othert by the sole fact of race "
and regardless of individual qual{ties. Such a judgment cannot be reconciied
with the Christian view of man's naturg and rights, (Cf. statements of Cath-
olic Bishops of the United States of 1943, 1958, and 1963.) '

ﬁg.our schools are now involved in preregistrat1on.énﬁ program-planning for
' the next school year, I reemphasize the basic princigles of last year's
statement and reaffirm as Archdiocesan policy the gyidelines for admission .
to Catholic schools. A summary of these guidelines is being sent to all -
pastors and school administrators in the Archdiocese,
. ’ -
Because of their importance, I wish to recall here three principles con- o)
tained in 1ast year's statement:
1 Cat2611c schools must not becomé havens for those trying to escape
-integrated public schogls, .
/ .

2. Catholic schools actively shoyld recruit teachers and students to
achieve racial {ntegration. ) ‘ '

3. Racial integration should-je promoted not only in'schools, but within-
parishes as a whole through neighborhpod racial integration, the .
, fMevelopment of "outreach) service programs, and all other available.

' /means. ’ g
From reports which I have redeived, 1 judge that most of our Catholic schools
have ﬁpplied conscientiously and effectively the admissions guidelines estab-
1ished last yéar. I commedd Bem for their efforts and. ask their continuing
commitment. In a few casés theve may have been some confusion and inconsist-
ency in interpreting the/guidelines. 1 expect that every e¥fort will be ot
made to eliminate these¢’ problems so that in the coming year our Catho1ic.ﬁh
schools will offer an uncompromising witness to the standards established

“ by the Arghd1ocese.q/

L
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[ also wish to commend various positive efforts which have been made by -
‘the schools to promote racial integration and understanding; for example,
the student exchang® programs and the pilot program+in black studies now
being developéd by the Qffice of Catholic Schools and a ‘qroup of p&rochial

schools. Also worthy of citation is the joint.recruitment program under-
taken by the Catholic high schools to increase Q§ZqT1ment'of'b1ack studefts,

[ renew my ‘appeal for the pursuit of racial justice not jusg in terfs of
school desegregation, but in every aspect of social and economic M™ fe,. This
. Holy Year calls us as Catholics to the ministry of reconciliation. In the **
history of our country, no group has suffered &nder such general and such
cruel discrimination as our black citizens. The call to recangiliation,
therefore, compels us to unite in eliminating the many forms of blatant dis--
crimination against black people which still exist in housing, employment,
© and many areas of economic life. . - . . o

Q
PR
In my Holy Year pastoral letter last December I called upon the parisHes ‘in
the Archdiocese to inaugurate programs of prayer, study, and action.in respect
to the soc¢ial teaching of the Church. To assist the parishes in carrying out
this mandate, the Archdiocesan Commission on Peace and Justice will present
during Lent a serfes of workshops for parish leaders in various parts of the
Archdiocese. Major emphasis will be placed upon the Church's teaching on
racial justice. .I ask participation in, the warkshops and application of
their results at the parish level. ' '

The courts which must make the decision as to the precise means to be used
‘to "eliminate from the public schools all vestiges of state-imposed segrega-.
. ., tion" have a very difficult task. They.are deaking with the accumulated,
. - evil§ of generations of discrimination and segregation in every area of com-
munity Tlife. : :
¢
Hystory and common sense tell us there can be no easy and comfortable solu~
« . tions to such deep-rooted problems. Qur resolve atthis point must be that
when the final court decisions are. handed down, we shall-see to it that .they
are carried out in an order]g and peaceful fashion without disruption of
community 1ife or 'harm to the schools and their pupils. :

I appeal to all mgmbers of 'the Archdiocese of Louisville and to our fellow
citizens of every religious persuasiori to make the cause of racial justice
one. of the highest priorities 1n the community 1ife we share, In this effort
let us join both in work and in prayer. '

L4
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- . ENROLLMENT FOR GRADES 1-12,

x 'CONTIGUOUS COUNTIES
a L]
MAP OF JEFFERSON .COUNTY AND )
ETGHT CONTIGUOUS COUNTIES | |
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1970
1971 .
1972
~§§\ 1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

1978

Bulliet

1,273

" 7,772

8,642

1

8,251

. 9,069

19,725

10,382
10,845

11,043

Burollment at the Egl-of the Firel dongh Gradeg 112
Cont 1 guous Count fes
. KENTUCKY | ' ClNniaNA

Mardin . Oldham - Shelby — Spencer loyd Clark Harrison

11,733 3,196 1,119 1,330 12,1394 17,314 5,036

11,970 3,179 4,789 . 1,330 12,181 Mii?,szz 5,218

11,946 3,330 4,709 1,303 12,160 17,632 5,368
11,920 3,379 4,668 1,313 . 12,175 717,626 5,428

12,024 3,609 4,502 1,349 11,966 - 17,808 % 5,384

12,068 4,009 4,506 1,336 . 11,698 }£,958 5,371

12,19 4,569 4,511 1,309 690 16,067 5,553

12,480 5,048 4,647 I1,293" “'51,791 17,998 5,543

12,333 5,464 4,623 1,294 11,620 17,677 5,564
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. 9 4 . ‘\ : Coa e .
E “ . W . ~ ' \
X - _ : ’ ~ y
. ,' ’/ . 1 . L 4
'R " ’ 'y " “ | ’ 1 . .L ) ‘ '
e . . Sluge ts attendinq s¢hool in” Srudents requestinq ;ransfers during
- . ' . _ g of 1976 -"not enro]*ed Summer and Fall of 1977 - .
Ty Sy 'Fall“of 1976 . e ; , oL
i . }‘ ‘e d ) ] ——? ' ; ;x' ,
. . AT e 10 |72 B Re 2D 2€ - .
1 S [Catholi¢ Private “{Total® - iCatholic _ [Matnstream ? gte . [Total. Private
) , " - : : | Private urch- + 4~ - (Church- *
o) .| Related) | “ | Related) -
. . ") Returned to
. N '+ {Pub. 1978 .
| . ‘ . .
. o Ne=28 |- m N=10
1. How long haVE\you !Less than '2', 1 f3:6) 3' ,»3.3 J ) 0.0 °
“lived at your ] year? ; T N U
present address? . O . ?
. 12 years? 2 3107 06 772 0. ,0.0
135 years? i 1 e36 16 1227 00 - 0.0
& ¢ . .
16-10 years? |4 9 .32.1 24 25.8 .3 30.0
"‘:\- I 1 : * . E )
) ' ) ‘0\ . ‘ *
|More than 57\ 14 750.0 34: - 36.6 7 ,70.0
10 years? , R ! .
J— e et et ; —— ey e e —_— e e ',‘.‘ e el - PO [N
2. How many | ] 2 10. |4 143 "9 . 9.7 "1 10.0
children do | ‘ A " , ‘ '
. " you have? 2 6 14°50.0 33 35.5 14 40.0-;
| ,' 3 8 7 25.0 iza 73013 30:0 -
\ : - g ;
: . 4 |2 310,718 19.4 2 20.0
. . L \ :
- 5 i-.]" 0. 0.0 "3 j.2 0 0.“0|
6 0 0 00,1 1. ./0 0.0
7 ‘o 0 0010 0.0 ,08¢ 0.0,
. Y ‘ ". |"yr,‘ .
o w2 o ! 0 0.0 [1% 10000 0.0
B - M , More . ' : o’
_ . w1 0ng
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. e \0' %
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. P . ‘
3. How many of these . |- 4
children.are school ," e

aye, grades 14127 | 2 4 l]O_

T A 5"

~ ' -4 l]

l |

by 0

r N ’,7' | 'l
i b 4 0

T T

4. Generhlly speaking, !Fu]l racial | 4

which do you favor? | integration’

, ISome inte- 1)
4 ‘ i gration
RN oy ) ' o o
| : nc,i; N Separation 2 . 10,0 4 13.3':6 12.0%1 2.4 0 0.0 % I85'6 6.5 1 10.0 .
\ { ;‘\?. . 1 i . . . .
Not sure 3150 1 .3 4 8.0 03 7.0 02 8.7. 7 25,9 12 130 1 0.0
\ ] . f i . | -
3 " iGood idea 0 4.0 13 43.3 270 440 16 40.0 17 73,9 11,393 |4 484 3 30.0
\ Bad idea 3.015.0 07 233 000 20,0 ©9 225 2 o 8.7 G321 120, 2.0 4 40.0
. ' - | o | .
~¢hildren to"go to  |Not sure 16 30.0 Do 33,8 16 32,0 15 7.5 4 17.4 8 28.6 |27 29.7 3 30.0
schools that have ! L : : 1 '
about the same N 2 10,0 0 0.0 7 4.0 : ¥ v Ty ’
‘ proportion of . o T ' o . 3 ! .
2004 blacks and whites ; : : N ot '
as génerally | x ! ‘ ' | \ . | ¢
exists in Louis- | . y o ! |
ville-Jdefferson ! ¢ . ) ‘
county? ’ . : ,
' [
| . , [ |
4 | !
’. | l | . <
3 ! ) I. '
| | |
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To what extent do i;ﬁ£ongly 0 0.0 0, 0.0 0 0.0 |2 4.9 |0. 000 0.0 2 ~2.210 0.0
you favor or favor - ) ? v N . . .
- oppose busing to ' . . . L o
achieve racial , [Somewhat 1 .50,;1 332 403 7.3°13 13010 0.0:6 6.5/[0 0.0
desegregation as it ifavor - S S I VA :
has been put: into L . A N R 4 |
effect here in | Somewhat 9 43.0 |6 20.0 15 30.0 12 29.3 ¢4 17.4 |6 21.4 22 23.9 |3 30.0
Louigville and oppose ! : | \ - K
Jefferson County? - o S _ - ..
o Strongly ' 9 45.0 22 73.3 |31 62.0 [23° 56.1 |12 52.2 22 78.6 57 62.0 |7 70.0
_ ‘oppose ! ‘ : . ( Coe | '
: . ' ' | 'y L
Not sure ¢ 1 50 1 33 |2 40%t1 a4 l4 1740 w00 '5 54 .0 0.0
L\ ' . . . | R - _— - A S e,
Are you opposed \Opposed in 5 27.8 11 3937 |16 34.8 :12 3.3 /5 31,3 17 60.7 34 43.0 6 - 60.0
to busing in all ° all cases ‘ , v l : _ . "
cases--or could . o - . ' L s , " )
you forsee a situ-  Could forsee 13 72.2 16 57.1 (29 63.0 !20. 57.1 110 62.5 10 . 35,7 40 50.6 4 - 40.0
. . : '

ation in which _ . ! _ x ,

some type of ‘Not sure 0 0.0 3.6 1. 2.2 3 6] 6.3, " 36 5 6.3 0 0.7,

busing progitam | : | L

might be accept- L

able for achievy o .

ing racial ° o ‘ :

desegregation in ! ‘

Louisville- |
|
|

~
&

Jefferson County
schools?
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8. How would you
Judge the present
quality ofs edu-
.cation of the .
Louisvitle-
Jefferson County
Public School
Systeém?

9. Since busing to
achieve racial
desegregation was
put into effect,
“in general, do
you feel the

quality of edu-"*

cation received
by white students
in touisvillb-

Jefferson County has;

' How‘man§ of your
children have
been scheduled
to be bused
sometime during
their school
year?

10.

(Y 1
4 L...")

". c IA ‘] B :] C

S S T A S
fVery satis~ 0 0010 .0.00o0
. factory, SR .
Satisfactory 2 10.0 {4+ 13.3 ) 6
i . . oo |

LTunsatisfac- 8 40.0 9  30.0 7

: tory ' .
1 " .
;Very-UnsaL—. 70350 16  53.3 23
isfact ' .
o ctory \ ,

Don't know/ 3 15.0 1 3.3 4 %
Hot sure ’ |
drproved Y0 0.0 0 0,0 0
Worsened 16 T R0.0 24 80.0 40
Rema ined 1 - 50 3 10.0 4

the same
/o ,
Don' U know/ 3150 3 10.0 6
~ Not sure '

0 3 5.0 7 23,3 10
o 6 30.0 13 43.3 19
| €
) ) :

? 8 40.0718  26.7 16

‘ . o |

3 ;2 100 1 3313

4 0 0.0 i 0 0010

i ! I

5 4 0 0.0 l 0 0.0 l 0

NR 5.0 %1 3.3 |2

, ‘ ) . ‘{ o v "'V;.» '3:71";\' . ‘, .
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2A .28
vof
d-Q'{ 0 0.0.0
120 Ké 21,4 1
3.0 23 50.8 12
46.0 .10 238 10
8.0 0 -00 0
0.0 0 0.0 0
80.0'"32 6.7 18
RO 5 118 2
.6 5. 1 3
"
N
20.0 13 32.5° 1
8.0 21 52.5 15
_ P\
2.0 3 7.5 5
6.0 2 5.0 2
0.0 | f 2.5 0
0.0 '0 0.0 .0
ugxoui i et

2
i
|
4 f
0.0 [0
4.3 |5
52.2° 111
3.5 11°
0.0 1
0.0 0
.3 24
R7 2
13,6 2
4.3 .3
667 17
21.7 11
8.7 - 2
0.0 10
0.0 |0

17.9

39.3 146

39.3

~1
—

10.7
42.9

17

39.3
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[28
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Ll f 5
0.0 |'0 0.0
16.1 | 2 20,0
49.5 ' 6  6Q.0
33.3 12 20.0
1.1 0 0.0
0.0 0 0.0
79.6 9 90.0
9.7 1 10.0
0.8 0 0.0
18.7 0 0.0
52.7 4  40.0
20.9 ;5  50.0
6.6 1 1040
1110 0.0
0.0 10 0.0
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| : f ¢ f Y f % | f v of P S R ¢ f 1 f %,
As ' ‘ N . . . b S . : e e
. Did any of your™  ives 8,400 8 26.7 .16 32.0 '20 47.6 |4 17.4 ’ 4 14.3 28 30.1 1 10.0-
“children attend .y i * _ o g Vo o .
private schools INg 1260.0 22 73.3 34 68.0 21 50.0 'i9 82.6 ‘24 85.7 64 68.8 9 90.0
prior to the Fall ‘ : ; : | f i" ' : ) u
of 19757 1 ] 2.4 0 0.0 '0 0.0 1. 1.1 o 0.0
' l - ’ - . - e . . -._h - R e e e e e e e N —_—
13.  What date did this - Before 1 5.0 0 0.0, 1 2.0 1 §.4 0 0.0 2 7.1 3 3.2 2 20.0
ch 1d begin in his | Fall '75 ' ’ %
présent school? , . . . -
i'75-'76" 4 20.0 "3 10.0 7 14.0 0O 0.0 .0 0.0 3 10.7 3 .3.2 3 30.0
The followin ! ’ \ '
questions refer '76-'77 I 55.0 19 63,3 30 60.0 .7 167 2 8.7 4 14.3 13 14.0 0.0
_to_the_school in -~ .
which Te‘HTd Fall '77 20,0 w267 J7 2600 29 69.0 19 82.6 12 42.9 60 64.5 0 0.0
was_enrolTed Tn _ ..///) c . .
the pr0v1ous yedr NR - 5 1.9 2 8.7 7 25,0 14 151 45 .%0.0
- ' \ | ‘ ' .
13, Wae this school TR ) 3 IR 4 an A /%38 28 90.3 71 9130 5 208 54 \69.}-‘ 0- 0.0
o depseqreqgated? . 3 : '
- ' No R S Y U 6.5 8.719 79%. 23 29.5 10 100.0
« Don't know O 0.9 3 4% 3 23 B SR |
A - ST 32700 00 00 00 1 3 0 0.0
. 13, What do you think .10~ <2e 500 P2 A 30,8 11 3953 9 40,9 20 74.1 40 51.9 10 100.0
‘¢ was the percentage T : .
of ZZack students. 11-20u 1250 0 0.0 1 7.7 5 17.9 0 0.0 0 /0.0 5 6.5 0- 0.0
in the school? » v
e o 81-50 2 1.0 0 0.0 O 0,0 2 2.6 .0 0.0
. : v ' ' !
on't know/ 12500 2 2202 8¥$30 10 387 13 5.1 7 25,9 30 .39.0 "0 0.0
:)l () ' . Not sure : : ) S . | , :
hd : . . . ! 1 & ‘
55,6 15 8.5 | | 2Ll




Y
& do you think Yes
s the percentage
0f black students No
+ In the schoel 1in
which yoyr child 121 -30%:
was enrolled two b
years ago? 131-40%
) |
141-50%
Over 50%
!
iDon't know/
t Not sure
t 4
Prior to court- Yes
ordered desegre- °
gation, had.you No

thought about

enrol king this
child in a non-
public school?

K

How would you rate -Exceljent'
thi? child's
educational Good
) per?ormance in. .
the public school)? Fair,
| :Poor
2Unsure

r) .
W . |
»

W 1B
‘ € |f
6. 30.0 | 6
3°15.0 |4
2 10.0 | 3
0 0.0 } 2
0 0.0
1 8.0 } 2

¢ |
8 40.0 .12
10 50,0 17
10 50.0 13
\
5 25.0 10
7350 9
3 15.0 6
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200 h2 20.0 9 égqujﬁig 13.0 18 29.6 |20 23.8'|3 3000
13.3 ;‘7 12.0 5147 l s 217 |8 74 iz 143 [0 0.0
0.0 15 10.0 | 7290 caals ss7 8.3 3 2.0 :
67'2 400 00 2 872 7.4{4 480 0.0
331 2.0 5 147 0 0.0 i 0 0. { 5  6.0!0 0.0
6.7 3 601+ 29 0 00]2 74[3 360 0.0
40.0 20 40.0 13 ; 38.2 12 52.2 ! 8 29.6 33 39.3 14 140.0
SN A . o
5.7 27 54.0 27 67.5 13 56.5- 8 28.6 48 55,7 o | 0.0
43.3 23 46.0 13 32:5\ 10 43.5 20 71.4 43 47.3 10 100.0-
\
3.3 15 300 9 2.4 9 9.1 7" 26.4 3 30.6
30.0 16 32.0° 17 40.5 4 17.4 0 33,3 4 f'o.o.;
200 9 180 1 262 6 26 6 2.7 2 20.0
1 16.0 5" 11.9 4174 |4 190 1 10.0
33 2 400 00 0 0.0 10

. . |
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17. Has this child ever |Yes . 2 10,0 {2 . 6.7 |98 8.0 [h 11,9 |3 13.0 |4 ?4.3 12 12.9 | 2 .20.0
been bused for ' - - - ' A R BEIRY | |
desegregation - Nb 18 '90.0 28 93.3 (46 92.0 (37 88.1°{20 87.0 [24 85.7 81.. 87.1 | 8 -20.0
purposes? : . : : v , . . .
- ' e S |
18, Would this child Yes ‘ 5 25.0 12 40.0 17 34.0 13 .33.3 |4 17.3 N7 60.7 |38 37.8 |6 600
" have been bused . , e |7 _— -
last year if he No 12 60.0 18 60.0 |30 - 60.0 {26 66.7 (19 " 82.6 {11 39.3 |56  62.2 4 40.0
had remained in a - _ . : : :
public school? NR 3 15.0 |0 0.0 |3 6.0
19. What is the one Bus ride 2100015 16.7 |7 14.0 |2 4.9 | 0 0.0 {9 32.1 |11 12.0 |6 60,0
-~ “most important - . , - _ :
reason why you Desegrega-' .| 1 5.0 |3 10.0 | 4 8.0 d » 0.0 |0 0.0 |4 14.3 | 4 4.3 |0 0.0 -
"deci®®d to send tion ) ‘ ‘ .
this child to a Y : N v .
~ non-pubtic /' Quality of | 5 25.0 {12 40.0 |17 34.0 {28 68.3 {22 95.7 |8 28,6 |58 63.0 {3 30.0
schoo]? education | . | | >
\ ) ,
. / -Self-interest| 1 5.0 |3 10.0 | 4 8.0 |3 7.3 |1 4‘.3‘ 1 3.6 |5 5.4 10" 0.0
| Religjon 7‘. 3.0 |4 13.3 |1 22.0 8‘@@.19.5 0 0.0 {3/10.7 |11 12.0 |0 -0.0
Education |4 20.0 |2. 6.7 |6 12.0 [0, 0.0 |0 00 [3 107 |3 33[1 10.0"
| problems C : - . .
K Other 0 0.0 [1. 33|13 2.0
v I R \. . A
'20. Does he ride a bus |Yes 7 35.0 16 53.3 (23 A46.0 [21 50.0 11 47,8 1/ 57.1 |48 51.617 70.0 -
to school now? . . ‘ ! ‘ | ' .
' No 13 65.0 N4 46.7 |27 54.0 (M 650.0 |12 522 12 429 |45 48.4 |3 30.0
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21.,'If your ch11d had Yes 3- 1502  .6.7 |5 “10.0 1 24770 0.0 /5179 |6 6.5 {3 30.Q
" remained in the. | o s o ‘ ' , '
' . public school system(No ~ * 17 85.0 [26 86.7 (43" §6.0 |41 97.6 |23 100.0 '23 82.1 |87 93.5 |7 70.0
he/she would be | R % ' " ' ‘
attending classes |Ursure 0 0.0 |1 3.3 11 2.9 '"
“ children of _ " . ’
: ifferent.race. |NR ¢ 0. 0011 33]1 2.0
as this situation | ", Lo ! ' 3 .
a factor in yqur 9 L 2 l . :
decision to-enroll - . ; !
you child in.a non- ' / l ' » ’ |
1c school? : : E ' “ o ¢ ’
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221 How would you rate |Bptter’ 13 65.0 24" 80.) 137 74.0. [33° 78.6 16 72.7 ‘14 ..50.0 163 68.51 1 100
the education pro- S L ! S0 S S 5
' vided by the public {Somewhat .4 20:0° 4 13.3°8 16.0 *5 1.9 {1. 4.5 5 17.9 11 12,0 | 4 40.0
“fchbols as compared | better ! : o g _ C L |
“td that provided o ; ! ' A ‘
by the non-public . :Same 1 50 2 67 3 -6.0'4 95 1, 451 5 17.9 10 ‘10 9 i 4 40.0
" school? . < 5 ! . - L o L roo e
‘ Y 'Somewhat oo R o d%.0 0.0 .3 .10.7 " 3 3. 340 8.0,
Would you rate the | worse | . o ‘ " T
.>.non-public schgols - - | ' T , ) ! :
“asbeing: Ty Morse . 1' 0 008 182 l 1 36 5. 54 0 00
N 2,100 00 0 0.0 2% 4.0 ] i
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24. What is your Unskilled ' 5 26.3 4 138 (9 188 [0 0.0 |0 0.0|4 14.8 4 4410 0.0
occupation? . ‘ . I , . | ‘
(Male) Skilled '5 2.3 13 44.8 18 37.5 {22 55.0 |0 0.0 |17 63.0 39 43.3 |7 70.0

ale ' j ‘ ' ‘ : AN
- . |Clerical - 25011 430 00 3 3310 0.0
, |Professional 8 42.1 11 37.9 19 39.6 {14 35.0 |21 91.3 |4 14.8 39 43.3.|1 10.0
.. ’ o i :‘ B ‘ ' \ ) , . ) S . .
Unemployed, = 0. 0.0 1 3.4 ' 211 251 «43{0 00.2 22/0 0.0
retired, : ) : \
housewife - . . | o o ‘ ,
T © lother . 1 53 0" 00|17 210 00,0 0.0 4’2 7.4 -2 2202 20.0
’ . ' . . ‘ . ' . [ .
INR . J1v 10 00,0 0.0 1 1.1 0 0.0
, . , !
: PR | ! | L l | { o B ng_i_ SR —
| . &
24.* (cont’d) What is  {Unskilled” 3 150 3 10.0 {6 12.0 .2 4.9 0 .0.0{3 10.7° 5 5.4 1 10.0
. occupation of S . o ‘ ; l ' \
yourghusband/ .  Skilled 3. 150 3 10D "6 12.0 ;4 9.8 1 4.3 I 0 0.0 5 55 0 0.0
wife? ' : ‘ , , Co : : ! ' .
o © . Clerical 3. 150 2 675 10.0 ;3 7.3 0 0.0 .6 21.4 9 9.8 -1 10.0
(Female) ., N ’ ! | | P .
| -Professfonal- 3 15.0 3 10.0 | 6. 12.0 i‘6 14.6 6 26.1  %4 - L&,s 16 17\3;3 2 20.Q»
. iUnemployed, '6 30.0 18 60.0 |24 48.0 |26 63.4 15 65.2 13 46.4 54 58.7 6 60.0 |
. ‘- v | retired ., ~ Y, i | R . . \
- | housewife ' ' ! | ~ '
| L * : ' .
. “10ther ;2 100,17 33({3 60[0 00!V 4.3 2 703 330, 0.0
Co ; . . ( , . o
o . ; !
S ) | .
' v i . "/
! ¥ | | '
218 , , 219
¢ . N ’“‘
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23.

What is the last
grade you
completed?

(Male)

(cont'd) And the
last grade your
husband/wife

completed?

(Female) [

#,8th or less

o,

\’t}&lr!\%{‘

' 1
" T

8th or less
"[Hs tmcompl |
HS. complete ﬁ

Trade, Tech
| or Business

iCollege, in-
- complete '
!

!Co]legef com-
plete

iSume Grad. ' .

HS imcompl |
HS'complete

Trade, Tech
or Business

College, in-
complete

College, com-
plett

Some Grad.

{

<

-’:TP

263

42.1

15.8

(S 2]
(8]

i[e
Y | f
6.9 | 3
&
20.7 | 7
17.2 10
3.4 |1
20.7 14
10.3 | 6
20.7 |7
6.7 |2
26.7 11
30.0 118
3.3 | 2
[
13.3 | 9
13.3 | 5
6.7 | 3

14.6

\ i
20.8

2.1
29.2
12.5

14.6

3.

26.

14,

-~

36.

26.

17.

17.
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19 39111 3.6 [17 18.5 0 0.0
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8 i O 0.0 |3 10.7 7.6 |2 20.0
6 1 4.3 15 53.6 |31 33.7 4 40.0
0 Q. 001 3.6 1 1170 ..0.0
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(&2}

What 1s your
family's religion?

W

6. For statistical
purposes only,
we need . to know

your total family .

'1ncqme before
7 taxes for 1976.

L\

00l

Q Ko €1, A

A}

IProtestant

Catholic
i .
‘Jewish
Other

None .
ks +

Under $7,000
$7 '000"9 y99()

$10,000-
$14,999

$15,000-
$19,999

$20,000-
$24,999

$25,000- ¢
' $34,999

435,000~
"$50,000

~1$50,000

and'above

NR

1A

16

1
0

2

0

0

20.0
80.0

0.0

. 5.0

0.0

10.0
25.0

25.0

18
i f w N
27 90.0
"2 g7
1 3.3
0 0.0
133
6 20.0
5" 16.7
6" 20.0
) 6.7
1 a1
> 6.7
7 3.3

1C

31

18

10

11

i]3

".'

2R

4 f
62.0 { 8
36.0 '31
'l .

2.0 2
0

2.0 |
20 1
6.0, 12
200 5
2.0 5
6.0 6
2.0 1
4.0 3

26.0

/.
78 20
|
ok | f % f 4
19:0 15  65.2 125 89.3
73.8 2 8712 7.1
2.4 3 13.0'0 0.0
4.8, 1 4.3 0 0.0
0.0 42 8.7 1 ' 3.6
29 0 0.0 0 0.0
29 1 6.3 2 7.4
3537 0 £0.0 3 1.1
: ¥
4.7 1 6.3 10 37.0
4.7 1 6.3 8°* 29.6
176 5 3.3 1 3.7
2.9 1 6.3 1 3.7
B 7 43.8 2 7.
.

48

16

14

12

51.6
37.6

fFoo
. *.._.,-»__ N
9 90.0
1 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
o 0.0
. -
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
2 20.0-
5 50.0
6 0 0.0
1 10.0

2 20.0



m .
27. Sex of respondent. Male 2 100 2 67 4 8.0 4 9.5 °3 13.0 6 231 13 14.3 13 1.1
Female . 18 90.0 28 93.3 46 92.0 38 90.5 20 87.0 '20 76.9-'28 85.7 |8 88.9
B - S . . . . N . ) Q\\._ '., . [ U DU
28. Age of respondent. 25 - 30 3 415.0 2 6.7 5 10.0 N 7.1° 0 *0.0. 4 14.3 I 7512 20.0
' 31- 40, 13 65.0 19, 63.3 32 64.0 29 69.0 9 39.1 17 60.7 55 '59.1 '4  40.0
) " . . . ¢ 3 : .
41 - 50 | 50 6 20,0 7 140 4 9.5 13 5.5 4 14.3 ‘21" 22.6 '3 ,30.0
/ R ' § \
Over 50 -7 10,0 3 10,0 5 100 6 143 1 43 3 10.7 10 % 0.8 "1 10.0
NR 1 5% 0 00 1 2.0 | |
. -
<

- £
— - - - ..
s
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